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With this issue SLOVAKIA 
ends its fourth year. With this 
double issue it makes its thir- 
teenth appearance, The first is- 
sue in 1955 will be marked Vol. 
V, No. 14. We hope that we have 
satisfied our readers in the past 
four years and will be able to do 
so in the future. At any rate we 
shall do our utmost not to dis- 
appoint them, 

SLOVAKIA is, indeed, different 
from most other periodicals, and 
it was intended to be so. It has 
a definite mission to fulfill, a 
mission that does not compare 
with that of other literature, ex. 
cept in its dedication to truth 
and justice, to the American way 
of life and to the struggle against 
all tyranny, 

THE SLOVAK LEAGUE OF 
AMERICA, the publisher of the 
SLOVAKIA, certainly is render- 
ing a valuable service not only 
for its membership and the Slo- 
vak nation, but for America and 
the rest of the free world as 
well. The more the nations of 
the earth know and understand 
one another, the better shall they 
appreciate themselves and the 
friendlier will be their relation- 
ships. Without this knowledge, 
relationship and understanding a 
peaceful world is unthinkable. 


Dr. Stephen Osusky, former 
Czecho-Slovak ambassador’ to 
France and now a member of the 
so.called “Council of Free Cze- 
choslovakia,” filed a $250,000.00 
libel suit in July against the C. S. 
(Czechoslovak) Publishing Co., 
and Dr, Hubert Ripka, former 
member of the National Front 


government of the BeneS-Gott- 
wald coalition. Andrew Valtsek, 
president of the publishing con- 
cern, and Jan Papanek, vice-pre- 
sident and former Czecho-Slovak 
delegate to the United Nations, 
were also named, We did not 
expect anything to come of that 
action, hence we were not too dis. 
appointed when it was reported 
that nothing came of it, 

Osusky today is supposed to 
represent the political will of the 
Slovak nation, but in reality he 
does not. Americans of Slovak 
descent still recall that Mr. Osus- 
ky was delegated by the Slovak 
League of America to go to Eu- 
rope to look after the interests 
of the Slovak nation after World 
War I. T. G. Masaryk offered 
him a tempting position and 
Osusky forgot about his Slovak 
people. As far as is known, he 
has not as yet reported to the 
Slovak League on the mission en. 
trusted to him some 35 years 
ago. Osusky has never been 
elected by the Slovaks at home 
to represent them in any poli- 
tical capacity. 


“The Deliverance of Sister Ce- 
cilia” — by Sister Cecilia as told 
to William Brinkley, assistant 
editor of LIFE magazine — has 
been published by Farrar, Straus 
and Young. Sister Cecilia, a Slo- 
vak nun, was wanted by the Com- 
munists for ther underground 
work of helping her countrymen 
flee the Reds. Then she had to 
flee for her life herself, The 
Reds pursued Sister Cecilia for 
four months, but were unable to 
eatch up with her. Resorting to 
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various disguises, Sister Cecilia, 
finally in dangerous flight, made 
her way to the West and free- 
dom, After two years in West 
Germany, Sister Cecilia came to 
America in February, 1954, The 
story of Sister Cecilia’s daring 
exploits is interestingly presented 
by Mr. Brinkley in 360 pages. 
You can get your copy from the 
publisher for $3.75, 


Over 20,000 books, with a to- 
tal issue of some 330,000,000, have 
been published in Czecho-Slova- 
kia by the Reds from 1945 to the 
end of 1953. 


MATUS ZVON, to whom Dr. 
Cesarich refers in his article 
“The Apostles of Bogus Federal- 
ism,” in this issue, is not known 
among Slovak writers, hence, the 
name obviously is a pseudonym. 


“Slovakia in Blood and 
Shackles” by Stephen BlaSko, for- 
mer Slovak deputy to the Prague 
Parliament, was published dur- 
ing the summer by the Catholic 
Slovak Sokol, Passaic, N. J, It is 
an exposé of Gen. Nicholas Fer- 
jentik, called “the Bloody Gen- 
eral,” and his brutal police force, 
the NKVD of Slovakia, You can 
have a copy for just one dollar. 


We are often asked for back 
copies of SLOVAKIA, All are 
still available in limited num- 
bers except Vol. 1, No, 2. Our 
readers may still get ALL avail, 
able copies (13 issues) for only 
$5.00 as long as the supply lasts. 


THE NEW TESTAMENT, 
translated into Slovak by Charles 
Strmefi of the Slovak Benedictine 
High School, Cleveland, Ohio, has 
just been published by Obrana 
Press, Inc., Scranton, Pa., in 
easily readable type. Over 950 


pages and bound in cloth, the 
book sells for $10.00, 

The “tenth anniversary” of the 
Communist-inspired 1944 Slovak 
uprising (massacre) was cele. 
brated by the Reds of Czecho- 
Slovakia August 29, 1944, The 
BeneS Czechs and Czech Slovaks 
(“Czechoslovaks”!) commemorat, 
ed it in America also (NEW 
YORK TIMES, August 29, 1954), 
but not in the fashion they were 
accustomed to before February 
25, 1948, when they suddenly be- 
came “anti-Communist, democra. 
tic exiles.” A rather detailed ac- 
count of the misnomered “Slo- 
vak National Uprising” is pre- 
sented in this issue of SLOVA- 
KIA. 


“FALSE FREEDOM” — a new 
book by Edward L, Delaney and 
dedicated “To the memory of the 
martyred patriot, Prelate, and 
President, Joseph Tiso” — made 
its appearance recently. You can 
get your copy from SLOVAKIA: 
in cloth (Library Edition) — 
$3.00; paper cover —- $2.00, 


Andrew Gemersky is the pseu- 
donym of a Slovak who escaped 
from Slovakia just several 
months ago, He contacted SLO- 
VAKIA soon after he arrived in 
West Germany. He was witness 
to the things he writes about. 
His family is still in Slovakia. 


The Slovak Institute, spon- 
sored by the Slovak Benedictine 
Fathers of Cleveland, O., opened 
its third year of activity Novem- 
ber 3. Evening classes for 
adults, every second Wednesday, 
commence at 8 P. M. Slovak 
language and history courses are 
open to all without charge. Ses- 
sions are held at the Benedictine 
High School, 2900 Bast Boule- 
vard. 
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History or propaganda? — the 
title of an article that will ap- 
pear in future issues of SLOVA- 
KIA. Watch for it and, in the 
meantime, send a _ subscription 
for a friend. We have said on 
Many occasions that no nation 
has been so misrepresented, mi- 
nimized and vilified as the Slo- 
vak nation, and now for the 
proof as offered by “eminent” his- 
torians who attempted to write 
about the Slovaks and their coun- 
try without sufficient prepara- 
tion and study. 


The _ International Peasant 
Union, headed by Mikolajczyk, 
did itself no good by publishing 
Fedor Hodza’s article (The Slo- 
vak Democratic Party) in its Bul. 
letin. The peasants of Slovakia 
could never endorse HodzZa’s 
article — or any of the Lettrich 
“democrats” who collaborated 
with the Reds and the USSR. 


The Red Czech Government 
was among the very first satel- 
lite governments to name a de- 
legation to the USSR-sponsored 
European conference, held in 
Moscow recently. It seems that 
nothing has changed in Czech 
Prague: even under Benes, the 
Czechs were always among the 
first to run to Moscow. 


McCarthy or no McCarthy, 
Americans cannot let up in their 
fight against Communists and 
‘Red infiltration of Government 
and industry without endangering 
the security of the United States. 
The Washington “censure” spec- 
tacle was lamentable and repre- 
hensible. Who of the _ distin- 
guished members of the Watkins 
committee was not at one time 
or another guilty of the same 
charges as McCarthy? And who 
is it that is so interested in hav_ 


ing Americans forget the task 
the McCarthy committee was to 
accomplish and who it was that 
initiated the whole debacle by 
preferring charges against the 
committee? 


The New York State Supreme 
Court ruled (Nov, 17) that the 
Czech Reds of Prague are not 
entitled to the Czecho-Slovak 
Red Cross funds held by Dr. 
Jan Papdének; former Czecho-Slo- 
vak delegate to the United Na- 
tions who voted with the USSR 
on most important issues, Ac- 
cording to the NEW YORKSKY 
DENNIK, the money. will be 
used by the “American Fund 
for Czechoslovak Refugees” of 
which Papdnek is the head. Only 
the “politically reliable” get help 
from that fund, so that means 
patriotic Slovaks are out. The 
NYD was overjoyed that ‘“(Papa- 
nek won and the Communists 
lost.” The latter lost something 
they did not have — and Papa- 
nek got his hands on money 
that was not rightfully his to dis- 
pose of in the first place. 


Mendés France, might say “ve- 
ni, vidi” about his recent visit 
to the USA, but hardly “vici,” as 
many papers would have us be- 
lieve, Whether he captured the 
hearts of Americans remains to 
be seen. In the meantime, it 
would be well for America to 
pause and reflect on what has 
happened in Vietnam, and other 
states with coalition govern- 
ments which included the Reds. 


(Have you renewed your sub- 
scription to SLOVAKIA? And 
why not subscribe for a friend? 


(MPRRY CHRISTMAS AND A 
HAPPY NEW YEAR! 
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THE SLOVAK UPRISING OF AUGUST 1944 
Philip A. Hrobak 


Much has been said and written about the “Slovak Up- 
rising” of August 1944, by the BeneS Czechs (Socialists), 
the “Czechoslovaks” (Slovaks in the pay of Bene’ Czechs), 
and the Communists. Their versions of the uprising have 
been widely publicized and have been accepted as true, it 
seems, even by our State Department (Voice of America) 
and the Free Europe Committee (Radio Free Europe). Of 
course, patriotic Slovaks also have said and written much 
about the uprising which brought terror and confusion, 
death and destruction, and the German Army to thier land. 
But their story of that massacre, mass murders, and mass 
graves, has not been given publicity and has not been 
accepted as true by our State Department and the Free 
Europe Committee. Why? It seems simply for political 
reasons. To me it is plainly clear that forces are at work to 
prevent Americans and the rest of the free world from get- 
ting the true version, all the available facts, about the 
Slovak uprising of August 1944. 

After the uprising in Slovakia got under way “officially” 
on August 29, 1944, Dr. Edward Bene§, the Lettrich “Demo- 
crats,” the Husak Communists, and Moscow — all in unison 
— proclaimed it a spontaneous action of the Slovak nation 
and labeled it as the “Slovak National Uprising,” which, 
they said would be inscribed in the history of the Slovak 
people with golden letters. They told us then — and keep 
telling us even today — that the uprising was thoroughly 
planned, well-timed and perfectly executed. 

It is true that the Lettrich “Democrats” and the Benes 
Czechs have given various “modifications” of their original 
story about the uprising since February 25, 1948, when they 
suddenly became “democratic and anti-Communist,” but they 
still have not given us the whole truth, all the facts as they 
know them. Since they have admitted that they organized 
the Slovak uprising of August 1944 with the Communists, 
they undoubtedly do know the facts, but for obvious reasons 
are not willing to reveal them even today. 
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“National Fronters” in America 


As late as August 29, 1954, in a letter published in the 
NEW YORK TIMES, recalling the “Slovak Uprising” of 
1944, the signatories — Josef Lettrich, Matej Josko and 
Juraj Slavik (Slovaks in the pay of Benes Czechs, regarded 
as traitors by all truly patriotic Slovaks), and Adolf Klimek 
and Peter Zenkl (BeneS Czechs who promoted the pro-Soviet 
policy of Dr. Edward Benes and were members of his Com- 
munits-dominated National Front government) — tell us: 

1. The Slovak people did not want to be indepen- 
dent; independence was forced on them by Hitler. 

2. The Slovak people rose in armed revolt against 
the German Army and against the Slovak Govern- 
ment. 

8. More than 70,000 soldiers and 12,000 partisans 
participated in the uprising of 1944. 

4. The great majority of the fighters in this 
uprising and their leadership were of democratic, 
Western orientation. 

5. The Slovak fighters manifested by their action 
their “Czechoslovwk” patriotism and “democratic” 
beliefs. 

6. Even French partisans fought on the side of 
the Slovak partisans. 

The letter proves beyond a shadow of doubt that the 
Benes Czechs and their Slovak stooges have not changed 
their program or amended their ways. They still insist on 
spreading the legend about the Slovak uprising which was 
fabricated in Moscow and propagated by the Communists 
under Karol Schmidke and the so-called ‘‘Democrats’’ (for- 
merly Agrarians) under Josef Lettrich after the uprising 
was under way. 

Ten years after the horrible massacre and betrayal of 
the Slovak people by the Husak Communists, the Lettrich 
“Democrats,” and the BeneS Czechs, the signers of the 
TIMES letter would still have Americans believe the lie that 
the Slovaks did not want to be free and independent, but 
preferred to be dominated and exploited by the Czechs and, 
therefore, the Slovak nation rose up spontaneously in armed 
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revolt against its own State and against its own Government. 

How stupid do they think Americans are? 

Yes, how stupid must they think we are, since our own 
State Department, the U. S. Information Agency (Voice of 
America), and the Free Europe Committee (Radio Free 
Europe) still fall for their line and even help propagate the 
same lie? 

Lettrich and Josko must know the truth about the 
Slovak uprising, because they played an active role in it. The 
other three signatories did not participate actively and direct- 
ly, as far as I could ascertain. All of them, however, and 
others of the so-called “Council of Free Czechoslovakia” 
which operates out of Washington and New York, do claim 
credit for the Communist-inspired putsch of 1944 which they 
prefer to call — even as the Communists do — the “Slovak 
National Uprising.” Lettrich and Josko do not want to di- 
vulge the truth about the uprising, because they would rather 
not implicate themselves. But the irrefutable fact remains 
that they were deeply implicated in the Communist-inspired 
putsch which claimed the lives of some 70,000 Slovaks, re- 
sulted in mass murders and mass graves, and brought the 
German Army into Slovakia. 


Moscow Brigades in Slovakia 


Furthermore, it is a matter of record that up to February 
25, 1948, the BeneS Czechs and the Lettrich ‘Democrats” 
(“Czechoslovaks”) celebrated the Slovak uprising annually 
in the same fashion as the Communists of Slovakia, glori- 
fying the Slovak partisans under Communist Schmidke and 
the Soviet partisans under Veli¢ko of the USSR, the “great 
and glorious achievements” of the revolt, the wisdom and 
leadership of Stalin, and the heroic deeds of the USSR and 
the Red Army, which led to the “liberation” of the Slovak 
nation and the Czecho-Slovak Republic. Together with the 
Communists they claimed credit for the “Slovak National 
Uprising” — and even today claim credit for it, though not 
together with the Communists. 

And patriotic, democratic Slovaks everywhere did and 
still do give them full credit for all the terroristic acts, mass 
murders and mass graves, indescribable crimes and terror, 
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misery and Red enslavement that ensued. They hold them 
fully responsible for it. 

When the BeneS Czechs and the Lettrich “Democrats” 
persist in upholding the lie that the “Slovak people rose 
in armed revolt against the German Army and against the 
Slovak Government,” they are deliberately concealing the 
facts. They certainly must know that the German Army 
came into Slovakia only after the partisans had captured 
several army garrisons in central Slovakia and began ter- 
rorizing and murdering the population. And they certainly 
could not have forgotten the slogans used and the contents 
of the broadcasts made by the partisans at that time. If 
their memory is conveniently failing them, I might suggest 
that they refresh it by reading their own publications (CAS; 
NOVE CGASY, 1944, London; PARTIZANI NA SLOVEN- 
SKU; NAD TATROU SA BLYSKA; SLOBODNE CESKO- 
SLOVENSKO; NARODNA OBRODA; etc.). 

I have it from reliable sources that no more than 35,000 
soldiers of the Slovak Army participated in the uprising — 
the majority of whom were forced to fight on the side of the 
partisans against their own State and against their own 
government by the partisans and Red commanders of the 
USSR. But the BeneS Czechs and the Lettrich “Democrats” 
— like the Communists — still tell us that the figure was 
70,000 so that the uprising might appear as “national” in 
character. 

Furthermore, they state that 12,000 partisans partici- 
pated in the Slovak uprising of 1944, in which “even French 
partisans fought on the side of the Slovak partisans,” but 
conveniently omit to say that the Slovak partisans were led 
by the Communist Karol Schmidke, the Soviet partisans by 
Veliéko of the USSR, while French partisans naturally were 
led by a French Communist. Indeed, it would not surprise 
me at all, if we eventually learned that other “international 
brigades” also participated in the 1944 putsch in Slovakia! 

I simply cannot believe that the BeneS Czechs and the 
Lettrich “Democrats” have forgotten that various units of 
the rebel army were commanded by Soviet military men 
who were subordinate to the Soviet Chief of Staff in Kyjev, 
among whom were: Jegorov, Osmolov, Sukajev, Sadilenko, 
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Volkov, Smirnov, KrajuSkin, Popov, Kolesnikov, Arsenev, 
Surkov, SoloSenko, Cernogorov, Vysocky, Krasiev-Stepanov, 
and Poliakov. 

What, then, is the purpose of the balderdash that “the 
great majority of the fighters in this uprising and their 
leadership were of democratic, Western orientation”? After 
being accorded political asylum in America, why should 
Bene’ Czechs and Lettrich “Democrats” still want to deceive 
Americans in 1954? By their actions did they not then, and 
are they not now manifesting — like the “Slovak fighters” 
of the 1944 uprising — their “Czechoslovak” patriotism and 
“democratic” beliefs? Indeed, something that requires more 
looking into! 

Is it any wonder then that informed Americans, to- 
gether with our good Slovak friends behind the Iron Curtain 
and in exile, are rudely shocked and thoroughly indignant, 
because our State Department, the U.S. Information Agency 
(Voice of America), and the Free Europe Committee (Radio 
Free Europe) not only permit, but even help the Bene’ 
Czechs and the Lettrich “Democrats” deceive the American 
public and the rest of the free world? 

Lettrich and Josko could also tell us a bit about the 
background of the uprising of 1944, if they only wanted to 
— something of the events which preceded and the people 
who prepared the ground for the horrible massacre of the 
Slovaks in 1944, especially the agreements between the Lett- 
rich “Democrats” and the Schmidke-Husak Communists 
which were negotiated on December 25, 1943, and on June 26, 
1945, and called for the closest collaboration between the 
parties concerned and the USSR. They negotiated and signed 
those agreements! 


The situation prior to 1944 


Until about the end of 1942, there were no “illegal” 
groups in Slovakia, that is, active resistance groups. To the 
fall of Stalingrad, Slovak Communists used to meet socially 
with Slovak Czechs (‘‘Czechoslovaks” — followers of Dr. 
Edward Benes’s ‘“‘one-nation” theory and his pro-Soviet 
policy). This was not connected with any hazards. The Slovak 
Government was aware of this, but did nothing to prevent 
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their social meetings. The Communist Party had been out- 
lawed in 1938 by the autonomous Slovak Government, but 
individual members were not persecuted or interned just 
because they were Communists. Some Communists and many 
Lettrich ‘“(Democrats” held government positions and other 
well-paying jobs. 

In 1943, two Moscow-trained Communists, Karol 
Schmidke, a Silesian half-German, and the Czech Karol Ba- 
cilek, were parachuted into Slovakia by the Soviets to or- 
ganize and direct illegal activities. But it was not until the 
end of that year that the Slovak Communists and left-wing 
Agrarians began to meet regularly to discuss organizing 
resistance groups and planning for the future. After Dr. 
Edward Bene, the “resigned-and-still-president” of Czecho- 
Slovakia, concluded the so-called ‘“Czechoslovak-Soviet 
Treaty” in Moscow, on December 12, 1943, the left-wing 
Slovak Agrarians (Lettrich’s group) got together with the 
Slovak Communists (the Schmidke-Husak group) to con- 
clude the “Christmas Agreement” of 1943, whereby they 
created a “common political leadership” under the name of 
the “Slovak National Council’ and declared ‘eternal friend- 
ship” for each other. The Slovak National Council, they de- 
clared, is “the one and only representative of the political 
will of the Slovak nation” and the “body supreme” as far 
as the affairs of Slovakia were concerned. These Slovak 
Agrarians, later re-christened to Slovak “Democrats,” united 
with the Slovak Communists to collaborate with Moscow in 
the destruction of the Slovak Republic and in the establish- 
ment of a “new” Czecho-Slovak democracy, a “people’s 
democratic State.” 


From available accounts, it is quite evident that there 
were differences of opinion among the Husak Communists 
and the Lettrich ‘‘Democrats” as far as the future of Slovakia 
was concerned. 

Slovak Communists did not care whether Slovakia be- 
came a Soviet Republic or remained within the framework 
of Czecho-Slovakia, as a unit of a federative system, as long 
as it was governed by them. 

Lettrich’s ‘‘Democrats”’ — the “‘Czechoslovaks”’ — how- 
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ever, did not have a clear-cut program; at times they knew 
not what they wanted or where they were really going. 
Some were for the relationship which existed prior to Munich, 
1938, while others preferred that which existed after Munich, 
but prior to March 14, 1939, when the Slovak parliament 
declared Slovakia independent. The latter were for the 
federative system, which T. G. Masaryk and Edward Benes 
proposed for Czecho-Slovakia to the Allies in 1918 but never 
inaugurated. 

Communists in Slovakia were aware of the fact that the 
ovewhelming majority of the Slovak people resolutely 
opposed the conception of a “one-nation’’ Czecho-Slovakia, 
which the BeneS Czechs propagated. They used this know- 
ledge to gain supporters for their cause whenever an oppor- 
tunity presented itself. It so happened when they repudiated 
the proclamation of the “London Government” of Dr. Edward 
Benes of June 30, 1943, which declared that the future of 
Czecho-Slovakia would rest on the conception of a ‘“‘one- 
nation” Czecho-Slovakia — a unified or united “Czechoslo- 
vak” nation. 

The Lettrich “Democrats” — the “Czechoslovaks” — 
on the other hand, accepted the conception of an ethnic 
“Czechoslovak” nation of the Benes Czechs, even though 
they could not agree among themselves just what the re- 
lationship between the Czechs and the Slovaks should be like 
in the “new” Czecho-Slovakia. After Dr. Milan HodzZa, for- 
mer premier of Czecho-Slovakia, parted with Benes, many 
of them had lost faith in the president who resigned and then 
made himself president again. Nevertheless, they sided with 
Benes, because he was recognized both by the democratic 
powers and the USSR. 


Like the Communists, the Lettrich “Democrats” hated 
the Tiso regime, which was thoroughly Christian and as 
democratic as it possibly could be under the circumstances; 
like the Communists they were not interested in a truly 
democratic Slovak State, because they knew they could never 
becoming ruling figures in it by the free will of the Slovak 
people. So, the Lettrich “Democrats” decided to go along 
with the Communists, proclaiming the establishment of a 
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“new” Czecho-Slovakia as one of their chief aims, based, of 
course, on the spirit and the letter of the Treaty of Decem- 
ber 12, 1943, which BeneS had concluded with the Soviet 
Union and by which not only the Slovaks, but also the Czechs 
were formally sold out to the men of the Kremlin. 

The right of Bene’ to conclude such a treaty might be 
justly questioned, since the nations of Czecho-Slovakia had 
not authorized him to act in their behalf after his resigna- 
tion as president in 1938, but that would be of little con- 
sequence today. 

The overwhelming majority of the Slovak people, with 
its political and religious leadership — the followers of 
Andrew Hlinka and Martin Razus — was definitely for a 
Christian, democratic, independent Slovak State, a Slovakia 
free of all foreign domination and rid of all Communists. It 
still is for such a State today. 


The Red Front Approaches Slovakia 


After concluding the “Christmas Agreement” of 1943, 
the Lettrich “Democrats” and the Husak Communists, began 
to discuss the matter of an armed putsch or revolt. In April, 
1944, Dr. Vavro Srobar, one of the oldest and most intimate 
friends of Dr. Edward Benes in Slovakia, asked BeneS what 
the Slovaks should do in the event that Hungary would quit 
the war and join the Allies, and/or in the event that Germany 
should occupy Slovakia. BeneS strongly advised an open 
revolt in his reply, because this, he said, would enable a speedy 
occupation of Slovakia by the Soviet Army. 


Dr. Joseph Tiso, President of Slovakia, and the Slovak 
Government, including Slovak military leaders, had other 
plans. They did not want Slovakia to become an open battle- 
ground; they tried to spare their people from the horrors 
of war. To avoid unnecessary bloodshed and occupation by 
the German and Soviet armies, they thought it best if the 
Slovak Army would take over the Government of Slovakia 
at the opportune moment. The “opportune moment” — it 
was understood — meant the fall of Cracow on the North, 
or the fall of MiSkovec in the South. When that happened, 
the Slovak Army was to occupy the borders of Slovakia; 
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then the Slovak Government would step out in favor of 
the Army which, with the help of political parties, would 
form a new government, temporarily, which, in turn, would 
tie up with the United Nations, especially the West. 


Since the Slovak Government at that time had no con- 
tact with the West, thanks to Dr. BeneS’s refusal to deal 
with it, it tried to inform the West about its plan through 
the USSR, even though it did so with great misgivings. 
General Augustine Malar personally contacted the Soviet 
Military Staff in the Ukraine, revealed the plan at least part- 
ly, and requested, in the name of the Slovak Government, 
that the Soviets and the Western Allies agree to this plan 
of action and also recognize the political independence of 
Slovakia. Malar, respecting the advice of the Slovak Govern- 
ment, wisely omitted to say anything about Slovakia’s in- 
tention of joining the West. 


In reply, the Soviets said that they had not planned on 
penetrating through Slovakia; they were willing to recognize 
the political independence of Slovakia, as they already had 
in 1939, but steadfastly refused to agree on the point that 
military operations in Slovakia should be undertaken by the 
Slovak Army alone. It was quite obvious already then that 
the USSR wanted to occupy Slovakia for political reasons. 
The story of General Malar’s contact with the Soviet Mili- 
tary on December 17, 1943, was told during the trial of Dr. 
Joseph Tiso and members of the Slovak Government (1946- 
1947) before the National Court in Bratislava. 


About the end of June the Slovak National Council de- 
cided to send a delegation to Moscow to inform Stalin of its 
plans and to petition the Soviets to include Slovakia in their 
plan of operations. Karol Schmidke and General Nicholas 
Ferjencik were selected to make the trip. Because of “‘tech- 
nical” reasons, they did not undertake the trip until August 
4, 1944. Ferjencik, now enjoying political asylum in America, 
could easily give us the details of that meeting, if he desired 
to do so. 

The partisans engaged in terroristic acts rather regular- 
ly at the end of July and the beginning of August, 1944. 
When they seized the command of several garrisons in 
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central Slovakia and murdered many persons in that section 
of the country, General Malar, to save the situation, appealed 
to the Army in a radio broadcast not to be taken in by par- 
tisan rumors, not to join the partisans, because “our time 
has not yet arrived .. . When it does come, then we shall 
all pull at the same end of the rope.” 


The terroristic acts of the partisans alarmed even Lt. 
Col. Golian, to whom Bene§ had entrusted the military prepa- 
rations and operations of the “resistance” in Slovakia. Golian 
demanded that the partisans subordinate their activity to 
his command, the “authorized” military command of the 
“ilegal” forces. Veli¢éko, commander of the Soviet partisans, 
informed Golian that he would do so, but continued on his 
own any way. Angered and frustrated, Golian sent Lt. Col. 
Manica, August 20, 1944, with a request that Veliéko order 
the partisans to cease their activities, otherwise the Ger- 
mans would surely intervene. Veli¢ko, however, disregarded 
the request and his partisans continued to spread terror and 
violence in central and eastern Slovakia. 


The terroristic acts of the partisans created a very dif- 
ficult situation for President Tiso and the Slovak Govern- 
ment. They did what they could to keep the German Army 
from occupying Slovakia. They explained that the disturb- 
ances were not widespread or “national,” but local, and that 
the Slovak Army was capable of handling them and restoring 
order. The Germans, however, were reluctant to believe the 
Slovaks, especially after the murder of General Otto and his 
military mission at Banska Bystrica, August 27, 1944. 
Hitler’s Wehrmacht began to occupy Slovakia, and the Slo- 
vaks really were in for the worst. The uprising, in which the 
Lettrich “Democrats” and the Communists collaborated ful- 
ly to the joy of Moscow, was responsible for the Germans 
occupying Slovakia in 1944. 


Why August 29, 1944? 


Benes Czechs, Lettrich “Democrats” and Schmidke 
Communists had told us — and are still telling us — that 
the Slovak uprising began on August 29, 1944. Why was that 
particular date selected, when they knew — as we know now, 
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because even they themselves admitted it — that the par- 
tisans committed terroristic acts before that date? They 
selected that date as the “official” date so that they could 
tell the world that President Tiso and the Slovak Government 
called or invited the German Army to Slovakia and thus 
cover up the fact that the disturbances created by the par- 
tisans were really responsible for the occupation of Slovakia 
by the Germans. 


Lettrich, Husik, Novomesky and other “leaders” of the 
uprising were not even in Banska Bystrica on August 29, 
1944. The Slovak National Council did not issue its declara- 
tion of the revolt until September 1, 1944. 


When German military units began moving into Slo- 
vakia as a result of partisan terroristic activities, the leaders 
of the uprising resorted to lies to gain the support of the 
Slovak Army and the Slovak people. They said: the Germans 
were coming to occupy the whole of Slovakia; that President 
Tiso was murdered; that members of the Slovak Government 
were seized and taken to Germany, etc. The ruse, however, 
even though at first it deceived many in Slovakia and 
abroad, failed to attain its objective. 


What happened in Slovakia prior to August 29, 1944? 


Partisans committed terroristic acts in eastern and cen- 
tral Slovakia for at least three or four weeks before that 
date. The situation grew so tense that the Slovak Govern- 
ment contemplated declaring Martial Law on August 1, 1944, 
but did not resort to it till later. On several occasions the 
Germans warned Tiso and the Slovak Government that if 
they could not cope with the situation and keep order in 
Slovakia, the German Army definitely would move in to 
make order. Tiso and the Slovak Government did what they 
could under the circumstances to restore order and, thereby, 
keep the Germans out of Slovakia. They knew that their 
plans for joining with western forces of the United Nations 
could not be realized if the Germans occupied Slovakia. The 
partisans, however, taking orders from Moscow and London, 
were not interested in preserving order; they were only in- 
terested in preparing the ground for the Red Army. After 
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the latter occupied Slovakia, they figured they would take 
over all power in Slovakia. And they did. 

After the German front collapsed in Rumania, German 
diplomatic personnel — some thirty persons, including wo- 
men and children — were hurriedly evacuated. Communist 
agents already were quite active in Slovakia, creating chaos 
and confusion and provoking incidents with Germany. The 
train carrying German diplomats from Bucharest was halted 
on the evening of August 26, 1944, at TurGiansky Svaty 
Martin, Slovakia, by partisans. The passengers were told 
rather politely that it would be impossible for them to go 
farther, because of engine trouble. Quarters were arranged 
for them in the local barracks. The next morning the entire 
group was ordered into the barracks square by one Major 
Kuchta, lined up and mowed down with machine guns. It was 
thus that the military mission of General Otto perished. 

Two days later German troops came in force into Slo- 
vakia “to restore order.” The partisans, of course, told the 
Slovaks that the German occupation was entirely unpro- 
voked and that they now had to fight for their freedom, Tiso 
was murdered, etc., as mentioned above. 

Before that time, however, on August 20, 1944, Velitko 
and his partisans were busy in Turiec requisitioning autos, 
robbing stores and farmers. During the night of August 24 
a group of German field gendarmes were taken by surprise 
and shot while they slept in the Hotel Slavia in Vritky. 
Turiec and vicinity were also terrorized and victimized by a 
group led by the sadistic Lutheran preacher Vojtech HruSka- 
Terényi, the Communist from Hungary who already back 
in 1919, as a young preacher, had participated in the Red 
revolt of Béla Kun (Cohen). 

Francis Slamen, member of the Slovak Assembly and 
chairman of the Slovak Christian Labor Union, was among 
several persons murdered in Brezno Nad Hronom, August 
27, 1944. 

On August 28, 1944, partisan officers shot Col. Zverin 
and Col. Kanak of the Slovak Army in Banska Bystrica. In 
Liptovsky Svaity MikulaS they arrested Col, K?udéik, of the 
garrison there, and Lt. Frecer; later they murdered them. 
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'Let’s fight to the last drop of your blood! 


On September 1, 1944, the Slovak National Council, 
headed by “Democrat” Lettrich and Communist Schmidke, 
met in Banska Bystrica and immediately made August 29, 
1944, the “official” date of the start of the Slovak uprising. 
Futhermore, they issued a declaration which stated that the 
Council was the body supreme in Slovakia, the only repre- 
sentative and authorized body in Slovakia which had the right 
to speak in the name of the Slovak nation. The Slovak 
National Council was composed of Lettrich “Democrats” 
and Schmidke-Husék Communists (50-50); Dr. Joseph 
Lettrich was chairman and Karol Schmidke co-chairman 
of the Council. 

On September 5, 1944, during its first “solemn” session, 
the so-called Slovak National Council sent two telegrams: 
one to Stalin, the other to Bene’. The Stalin telegram read 
as follows (translated from the Slovak) : 


Josip Visarionovié Stalin 
Marshal of the USSR 
Moscow, Kremlin 


The Slovak National Council sends You and the nations of 
the Soviet Union from its solemn session its most cordial 
greetings and thanks You for the understanding which You 
have manifested for our fight of liberation, waged against the 
common enemy. Glory to the victorious Red Army! 

Banska Bystrica, September 5, 1944 

The Slovak National Council 

It is significant that the Council made up of Communists 
and the Lettrich “Democrats” sent no greeting at that time 
either to the President of the United States or the King of 
England, who apparently did not rate. 

The Slovak National Council called in all reservists and 
ordered full mobilization. The response was poor; not many 
Slovaks answered the call voluntarily. The Council had to 
rest satisfied with those it could force to bear arms against 
their country in the area held by the partisans, a few districts 
in central and eastern Slovakia. A part of the Trnava garri- 
son, led by John Benko, defected and joined the partisans; 
General Malar’s divisions, however, refused to join. 

The German forces, led by Gen. Berger and Gen. Ho6ffle, 
soon encircled the partisan putschists. The heaviest fighting 
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took place near Telgart, CremoSné, Dibrava and Kremni¢éka, 
during which some 4,000 were killed. The partisans, who 
had taken to the hills and mountains of Slovakia before the 
Germans moved in, soon realized that their situation was 
quite hopeless. They lacked men and material to cope with 
the situation they had created. And promised help from the 
USSR and from Benes in London did not materialize to any 
noticeable extent. Sporadic skirmishes continued for about 
two months; by the end of October the Communist-inspired 
“national” uprising in Slovakia was completely liquidated. 


Of course, the press of the USSR and the “Czechoslovak 
Press Bureau (CTK) of Dr. Bene’ in London supplied the 
world press, including our own OWI, with sensational fabri- 
cations; reports which told of the glorious and valiant stand 
of the Slovak nation which fought to renew the Czecho- 
Slovak Republic — a “new” Republic, a Czecho-Slovakia 
which would be a “people’s” democracy — and shed its blood 
so that BeneS might be president again; reports which told 
the world that the partisans had one third, then one-half 
and, later, almost the whole of Slovakia under their control 
after a week or two of “furious” fighting. Balderdash! The 
partisans fought in the fashion of partisans; there were 
practically no open, regular battles, but only sporadic skir- 
mishes and attacks. 


When the “heroic” commanders of the partisan units 
saw that the situation was hopeless, they flew out of Slova- 
kia into the USSR in planes that were ready just for such an 
eventuality. Talsky, a Czech and commander of the “eastern 
front” who was supposed to join with the Red Army at the 
opportune moment, flew to the USSR, leaving his “army” 
behind; there he was promptly arrested as a deserter. 
Generals Golian and Viest, officers who defected from the 
Slovak Army and joined the partisans, were ready to leave 
the scene of the “glorious” revolt, when their own soldiers 
blew up their plane with grenades. Viest and Golian hid 
themselves in a certain village, but were betrayed by their 
own men when the Germans sought them. Captured, they 
were taken to Germany and later shot. 
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The character of thé’ Slovak uprising 


The Slovak National Council was busy issuing decrees 
to terrorize the vast masses of the Slovak population. It 
decreed the dissolution of the Hlinka Slovak People’s Party, 
the German Party, and the Magyar Christian Social Party; 
ecclesiastical properties and institutions were nationalized 
and confiscated; a concentration camp was established at 
Slovenské Lupéa, where over 700 victims were held to await 
partisan “justice.” Partisan ‘‘people’s’” courts were quickly 
set up at Sklabina, Kunerad and elsewhere. Thousands of 
Slovaks were arbitrarily convicted and jailed; hundreds were 
liquidated without a hearing. 


The 1944 uprising in Slovakia had all the earmarks of 
a bolshevik rebellion: partisans wore red kerchiefs round 
their necks, Lenin goatees, and a rosary of grenades around 
their belts. They robbed and raped, plundered and murdered 
wherever they went. They forced priests to act friendly to- 
wards them, bless their weapons and even read the Holy 
Mass for the success of their diabolical venture. If a priest 
hesitated or refused to follow their orders, he was beaten, 
threatened with shooting or actually. shot. 


Joseph and Andrew Koéalko from Suéany, father and 
son respectively, were beaten to death beyond recognition 
by HruSka-Terényi and his men. The father had spent quite 
a number of years in America. The Communist Lutheran 
preacher, Vojtech HruSka-Terényi, and JerSov, a Russian 
professor, killed 147 Slovaks and buried them in a mass grave 
at Sklabina. HruSka-Terényi was judge, jury and executioner. 
Those whom he sentenced to death had to strip down to 
their underclothes and march to the foot of the forest in 
Sklabina. There each victim was given a spade to dig his own 
grave. Some of the victims cracked under the ordeal and 
were shot forthwith; the rest kept digging slowly until 
JerSov blew his whistle and machine guns mowed them down 
into their shallow graves. The bodies of the hopeless victims 
were covered with twigs and a little dirt. The mass grave at 
Sklabina was uncovered in November 1944. Many of the 
victims had a bullet hole back of the neck. 
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Among the priests who were murdered there were: 
Rev. Anthony Salat, member of the Slovak Parliament and 
pastor of the Catholic congregation at Hajniky; Rev. Martin- 
ka of Liptovsky Svaty Michal; Rev. John Nemec of Zavadka; 
Rev. Sedo of Liptovsky Svaty Jan. In Povazska Bystrica, ‘a 
theologian named Milan was also murdered. : 

I might note here for the record that the Communists 
and Lettrich ‘Democrats’ joyously celebrated the “silver 
anniversary” of the invasion of Slovakia by the bolshevik 
hordes of Béla Kin from Hungary during the uprising of 
1944 — the first time any one in Slovakia made a hero of 
the Magyar Communist revolutionary who murdered Slo- 
vaks, pillaged their lands and destroyed their homes! Need 
any more be said about the character of the Slovak uprising 
of 1944? 

I might add, too, that the same Slovak National Council 
of Lettrich ‘‘Democrats” and Schmidke-Hus4k Communists 
was making extensive preparations to celebrate “Czechoslo- 
vak Independence Day” on October 28, 1944, as it never 
had been celebrated before, but the events that followed the 
terroristic acts of the partisans forestalled the celebration. 


Mass murders and mass graves 


We have heard of mass murders and mass graves in 
Poland (Katyn Forest), the Ukraine (Vinnitsia), and else- 
where, but little or nothing about those in Slovakia. In 
Slovakia mass graves have been uncovered in Mi¢inské Do- 
lina, Sklené, Podsucha, Pusty Hrad, in the Prievidza Valley, 
Luéivna, Sklabina, Kunerad, L’ubietova; also in the vicinity 
of Kovaéova, Ruzomberok, Zvolen, Humenné, BoSany, and 
Tri Vody. There is also a mass grave near Petrzalka, but this 
one came into being after the occupation of Bratislava by 
the Red Army in the spring of 1945. The partisans were 
responsible for most of the murders and mass graves. 

During the trial of President Tiso in 1947, the prosecu- 
tion stated that some 4,316 persons were buried in mass 
graves and blamed Tiso and the Slovak Government for 
them for obvious reasons. There is, of course, no way of 
ascertaining whether that figure is accurate or not. A tho- 
rough investigation would probably at least double it. 


20 SLOVAKIA 


Why the putsch failed 


When Generals Golian and Viest were apprehended by 
the Germans, after their own soldiers had betrayed their 
hidingplace, they declared that the “uprising” had failed, 
because: 1. low morale prevailed in the army; soldiers had 
no desire to fight for a “‘new’’ Czecho-Slovakia or the USSR; 
and they did not want to destroy their own State and their 
own Government; 2. partisan provocateurs and saboteurs 
had absolutely no respect or regard for the feelings of the 
Slovak people; they were beyond the law, brutal and reck- 
less; 3. the Germans sent captured soldiers home, after dis- 
arming and a hearing them; 4. the partisan army lacked 
capable leadership; 5. communications were bad; 6. the 
Slovak population was hostile to the partisans and their 
cause; 7. little help came from the USSR and the West 
(Benes); 8. the Red Army was not ready to march into 
Slovakia; 9. the partisans did not have sufficient food, muni- 
tion, guns and planes; 10. thousands of men deserted. 


Conclusions 


From the above it is evident that the Slovak uprising of 
August, 1944, was not national in character; it did not have 
the backing of the vast masses of the Slovak population. It 
was Communist-inspired and led; it was engineered by the 
Reds in Moscow and London, with the participation of Benes, 
without regard to the interests of the Slovak people. The 
partisans, no matter what their origin, were guilty of the 
most horrible crimes. The Communist-inspired putsch of 
1944 brought terror and chaos, destruction and death, misery 
and Red enslavement to Slovakia. In reality, the Slovak up- 
rising of 1944 was a ‘“‘Warsaw” in miniature. Only the Com- 
munists and Moscow profited from it. Slovak Communists, 
Lettrich ‘‘Democrats” and Bene& Czechs profited from it, 
but only temporarily. Together they celebrated the “great 
and lasting achievements” of that massacre, glorifying 
Stalin, the USSR, the Red Army and Benes, until February 
25, 1948. And they still celebrate it today; of course, not 
with. the Communists, nor in the same fashion as they did 
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prior to 1948. Those that were lucky enough to escape the 
hell they helped to create in Slovakia, that is. 


What fools they be, and what fools are we, if we con- 
tinue to believe their version of the horrible massacre of the 
Slovak people in 1944, if we continue to trust them. The blood 
of thousands and thousands of innocent victims in mass 
graves of Slovakia cries to heaven for vengeance against 
them. 

Patriotic Slovaks everywhere do commemorate the Com- 
munist-inspired Slovak uprising of 1944, but not in the man- 
ner of the BeneS Czechs, Lettrich “Democrats” and the Com- 
munists. Recalling the uprising as one of the darkest chapters 
in their history, which brought death and destruction and 
Red enslavement to their country, good Slovaks bow their 
heads reverently in prayer for the victims of that massacre 
and ask the almighty and just God to speed the day of judg- 
ment for all who were responsible for it and, too, that in 
His mercy He might also speed the day of liberation of their 
nation from the Godless, ruthless rule of Moscow and from 
all foreign domination. 

I firmly believe that it is in the highest interests of 
America and the rest of the free world that they lend a 
willing ear to the story patriotic Slovaks have to tell not 
only about the uprising of 1944, but also about the political 
mess that was Czecho-Slovakia, prior to Munich and after 
the “liberation” in 1945. 

I cannot and will not believe that our State Department, 
the U. S. Information Agency (Voice of America), other 
U. S. government agencies, and the Free Europe Committee 
(Radio Free Europe) are working in the interests of America 
and the rest of the free world, when they serve and promote 
the interests of the Benes Czechs and the Lettrich “Demo- 
crats” who collaborated with the Communists and the USSR 
as members of the National Front government of the BeneS- 
Gottwald coalition. 

Benes Czechs and Lettrich “Democrats” — now mem- 
bers of the so-called “Council of Free Czechoslovakia” 
Operating out of Washington and New York — are gradually 
coming to the point of openly admitting that collaboration 
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with Communists does not pay, that the history of Czecho- 
’ Slovakia is clear proof of what attempted co-existence with 
Communists leads to. But they still are loath to admit that 
they did collaborate with Communists and the USSR, that 
they did promote the pro-Soviet policy of Dr. Edward Benes 
and, hence, are in a large measure responsible for the present 
terrible plight of the peoples of Czecho-Slovakia. And they 
still insist on spreading the legend about the Slovak up- 
rising which was fabricated by Moscow and the Lettrich- 
Schmidke Slovak National Council. 


How, then, can we believe that they have really ee 
completely with the past? 


WHO SAID IT? 


“The post-war economic changes in Czechoslovakia — 
some of them revolutionary in their scope but none of them 
an entirely new departure in Czechoslovak history — have 
occurred with a minimum of political friction. It seems to 
have been generally understood that the rebuilding of capi- 
tal and the recovery of production were the national needs, 
rather than a revival of the conflict of ideologies which 
paved the way to the Second World War. For these ob- 
jectives, all political parties were willing to work together. 
Czechoslovakia has a Communist Party which accepts joint 
power with non-Communist parties; its second Marxist par- 
ty the Social Democrats, works with non-Socialists. The 
other Czech parties, non-Communist but not anti-Commun- 
ist, are equally willing to cooperate with the Communist 
Party. The Slovak Democratic Party alone contains ele- 
ments of irreconcilable opposition to the Communists, with 
the result that it is the weakest link in the National Front. 
There are no definitely anti-Communist parties; these were 
all liquidated as a result of their pre-war and wartime acti- 
vities. This collaboration of Communists, socialists and lib- 
erals in a National ees Government has been a condition 
of post-was process.” — (William Diamond, Czechoslova- 
kia Between East and West, 1947, Stevens and ‘Sons, Ltd., 
London; p. 233). 
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NATIONALISM VS INTERNATIONALISM 
By Michael A. Feighan, Member of U. S. Congress 


The subject of Nationalism vs. Internationalism has 
been a topic of heated debate for well over half a century. 
Volumes have been written on the subject. Political parties 
and ideological movements have based their platform on 
one or the other side of the issue. Yet today there is great 
confusion and misunderstanding on just what these poli- 
tical terms mean. That is — there is great confusion in the 
non-communist world in general and among a considerable 
element of the non-communist intellectuals in particular. 
It can be said with certainty that this confusion does not 
exist in the ideological Marxist camp or among its multi- 
colored agents. 

This confusion results mainly from a perversion of 
both political terms which has taken place in the last quar- 
ter of a century. The unhappy practice of fixing an evil and 
all inclusive meaning to words, a practice which received 
unusual impetus during the World War II, has also added 
to this confusion. In this atmosphere the advocates of 
Marxism have been enjoying an undisturbed political holi- 
day. Their formula for maintaining an unchallenged right 
of way is to occasionally stir up the false beliefs they have 
created about nationalism while devoting a constant effort 
at promoting the type of internationalism best calculated 
to lead the way to world communism. 

There is a healthy nationalism and a healthy interna- 
tionalism — both of which are mortal enemies of Marx- 
ism in any form. When they are healthy they in no way 
conflict with one another, but in reality compliment each 
other. Properly nurtured and exploited these two political 
forces could lead the way in lifting the heavy chains of 
Russian Communism which now enslave a minimum: of 29 
nations and part of 4 other nations. 

As a first step we must understand the component 
parts of healthy nationalism. The term nationalism is de- 
rived from and related to the term nation. The nation is 
best defined as a people having a common and distinctive 
heritage, culture, tradition, folklore and language which 
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is supported by a geographical contiguity. When these ba- 
sic factors are stimulated by one or several of the great 
inspirational forces of religion, freedom or independence, 
the flower of nationhood blooms. Healthy nationalism 
places loyalty to one’s nation very high on the scale of hu- 
man values. In a popular sense it is best described by the 
inspiring phrase ‘Love of God and Country.” 

The American revolutionary war which gave birth 
to our nation has long been regarded as the first major de- 
monstration of healthy nationalism. The deep political im- 
pact upon the world of our victorious struggle for national 
independence caused historians to refer to the 19th Cen- 
tury as the “century of nationalism.” We as a nation and 
the policy we pursued in the conduct of our foreign affairs, 
from the birth of our nation up to 1920, associated our 
destiny with the forces of nationalism at work in the world. 
We had nothing in common with the imperialists or the 
autocrats of that period and in reality we were coveted 
by all of them. Standing as the solitary republic in a world 
divided by empires which constantly sought to extend their 
realm, we survived and grew to our present stature in the 
world arena by supporting the forces of healthy nation- 
alism. The Monroe Doctrine is a classic example of the 
manner in which our foreign policy welded the forces of 
nationalism against the predatory schemes of empires. 

World War I opened at a point in history when na- 
tionalism was the most compelling force in world politics. 
The era of empires was coming to a close as the popular 
demands of many nations bound within them called out for 
national sovereignty. The Russian Tsarist empire, appro- 
priately called the prison of nations, was seething with dis- 
content. The Austro-Hungarian empire had already made 
many concessions to the various national elements within 
the realm in an effort to stem the tide. The Ottoman em- 
pire was tottering from the same internal pressures. As 
the war \progressed into its final stages it became increas- 
ingly apparent that the demands of nationalism would 
have to be faced up to in the post-war settlements. It was 
in these circumstances that President Woodrow Wilson 
advanced the political principle of national self-determin- 
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ation as the only just formula for bringing order out of 
the ruins of those broken empires. It is important to note 
that Wilson, in taking this position, acted in accord with 
the basic principle which had guided our foreign policy 
for over 140 years. 

Even before the end of World War I national inde- 
pendence movements sprang up throughout central and 
eastern Europe and Eurasia. The non-Russian nations of 
the Russian Tsarist Empire, long held captive by the auto- 
crats of Muscovy, lost no time in proclaiming their national 
independence The Ukrainian nation, the largest of these 
captive nations, was in the vanguard of this movement. 
By the time the statesmen of the great powers gathered in 
Paris for the peace conference, the era of empires was 
dead and had already been replaced by the young but vi- 
gorous era of national sovereignty. 

But that golden era which held so much hope for suf- 
fering mankind was short lived. President Wilson soon 
learned that the European statesmen were unconcerned 
with the popular movements supporting his principle of 
self-determination. They were more concerned with settle- 
ments based upon power politics, the cornerstone of which 
called for the establishment of a cordon sanitaire in east- 
ern Europe. While paying lip service to the program ad- 
vanced by President Wilson, the European statesmen re- 
shaped the map of central and eastern Europe to fit their 
selfish and shortsighted notions of contemporary peace. 

The peace settlements following World War I set the 
stage for the events which inevitably led the western world 
to its present precarious positon. In the period between 
the great wars, the United States pursued a policy of iso- 
lationism. The hard disappointments brought about by the 
power politics settlements after World War I played a ma- 
jor role in the establishment of that policy. Meanwhile the 
Bolsheviks had established total power in Moscow. After 
creating the Russian Federated Socialist Republic of So- 
viets they then embarked upon a series of aggressive new- 
ly erected cordon sanitaire. They were engaged in those 
aggressive wars as late as 1923. It is an established fact 
that the Bolshevik masters of Muscovy met with all-out 
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resistance from the people of the reborn non-Russian na- 
tions which sprang up upon the ruins of the feudal Tsarist 
empire. War in the traditional sense was not in itself suffi- 
cient to put down the spirit of national independence which 
swept like wildfire from the Baltic Sea to the areas east of 
the Caspian Sea. The brutal tactics of forced starvation, 
forced population transfers and the vast network of slave 
labor camps followed quickly on the heels of the Russian 
occupation of these reborn nations. 

It was in these circumstances that the masters of the 
Kremlin announced to the world in 1922 the formation of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. After they had 
managed by armed aggression and the crime of genocide 
to reestablish the largest portion of the Russian empire, 
they found it necessary to create a cover name in order to 
hide the terrible events which had taken place east of the 
European created cordon sanitaire. Moreover, the Musco- 
vites were anxious to avoid the charge of a resurgence of 
Russian super-racism and to retain the support of the ad- 
vocates of world socialism. Thus the high sounding and 
cleverly misleading cover of U.S.S.R. was launched in the 
international political arena. 

Shortly thereafter a new political force was injected 
into the same political arena. It became known as national 
socialism, then as Naziism, or Fascism, and finally as su- 
per-racism. Some astute political observers of that period 
were quick to recognize the inherent anomaly in the poli- 
tical label ‘‘national socialism.” How was it possible to 
have the ingredients of nationalism and socialism mixed in 
the same political movement? Obviously it was impossible 
to mix two diametrically opposed political theories. It was 
not long before the one world propagandists worked out 
the formula to resolve the anomaly. Nationalism equalled 
Naziism — Naziism equalled everything that was evil — 
therefore Nationalism equalled everything that was evil. 
But what of socialism? By a queer turn of the propagand- 
ists pen, Socialism became the bulwark of democracy. So- 
cialism was the politcal system of the U.S.S.R. — therefore 
the U.S.S.R. was a democracy. By this process the experts 
in the use of weasel words put an evil curse upon nation- 
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alism in any form, while at the same time manufacturing 
a dynamically effective cover for the Muscovite plan of 
world conquest 

We entered World War II the victims of this dia- 
bolical perversion of political terms. The same must be said 
about the other sovereign nations of the West which en- 
tered the struggle against the axis powers. This accounts, 
in large measure, for our failure to develop a positive 
plan for the reconstruction of the post-war world along 
truly democratic lines, with governments representative 
of the will of the people. In larger measure it accounts for 
the success of the masters of the Kremlin in extending 
their empire of ruthless control over 800 million people 
covering an area encompassing almost one-third of the 
earth’s surface. 

It is in this context that we can best understand the 
“new internationalism’ peddled by the multi-colored agents 
of Moscow. Only a fool or the Ivory Tower Theoreticians 
will fail to recognize that the dominant school of interna- 
tionalism operating in the world today is completely pos- 
sessed by the Russian communists. To be sure there are 
other schools of internationalism seeking adherents and 
supporters which are not attached to the Moscow orbit. 
Unfortunately none of these competing schools possess any 
real political dynamics of a magnitude comparable to the 
Russian-Communist movement. Moreover, none of them 
are backed by aggressive military forces such as clearly 
support the “new internationalism” promoted by the Mus- 
covites in their age long drive for world empire. 

From this analysis one might too quickly conclude 
that the Russian imperialists have discredited and killed 
off healthy nationalism and healthy internationalism. So 
far as healthy nationalism is concerned, just the contrary 
in the case. The chauvinistic practices of the Russians have 
tremendously increased healthy nationalism within the 
Russian-Communist empire. Within the past year the ci- 
vilized world has had ample proof to support this conten- 
tion. These two examples bear out the point. 

1. Shortly after Stalin was eliminated, Malenkov and 
Beria became engaged in a life and death struggle for total 
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power. Malenkov, a Russian, chose the course of support- 
ing the historic cause of Russian super-racism. Beria, a 
renegade Georgian, attempted to harness the powerful na- 
tionalist forces of the non-Russian nations of the U. S. S. 
R. to his side. Beria, as head of the dread secret police and 
commissar of the slave labor system, certainly knew the 
most dynamic political forces at work within the U. S. S. 
R. Since he was in a life and death struggle, he naturally 
wanted these forces in his camp. Malenkov on the other 
hand was the darling of the Russian bureaucracy and he 
had to cast his lot with traditional Russian super-racism. 
This struggle raged for months during which time Beria 
was replacing the Russian pro-consuls in the non-Russian 
nations with natives of those nations. To be sure those na- 
tives were tied to communism but they opposed Russian 
domination of the affairs of their nation. Beria came very 
close to winning that struggle — the effect of which 
might have well caused a great revolutionary outbreak 
throughout the UJS.S.R. Only a deal between the Russian 
bureaucracy and the leaders of the Red Army saved the 
day for Russian super-racism. Beria was arrested by the 
Red Army and executed, but the seeds of internal revolt 
were increased in consequence of his struggle for power. 

2. This year marks the 300th anniversary of the 
Treaty of Pereyaslav — the instrument by which the Rus- 
sians enslaved the Ukrainians. The Russians are using this 
occasion for a never ending series of pronouncements and 
celebrations, all of which seek to prove that the Russians 
are the true friends of the Ukrainians. The official an- 
nouncement of the Kremlin inaugurating these celebrations 
admitted that every decent Ukranian down through history 
had struggled for the goal of national independence. It 
also claimed that the Ukrainian nation had finally attained 
its long struggle for national independence — “thanks to 
the Russians and the Communist Party.” But what kind of 
national independence? They define it as national in form 
and socialist in substance. This of course means no inde- 
pendence at all. However it is important to note the man- 
ner in which the Muscovites are associating nationalism 
with socialism. This is most reminiscent of the tactics of 
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Adolph Hitler. 

Healthy nationalism is very much alive in the world 
today. It is more vigorous within the Russian communist 
empire than elsewhere in the world. This fact must be un- 
derstood and exploited by the leaders of the free world 
if we are going to have peace and freedom throughout 
the world while avoiding World War III. 

Unfortunately the same cannot be said about healthy 
internationalism. Internationalism as a theory and as a po-" 
litical practice has been thoroughly infected by the goals 
of world Marxism, The Russian Communist conspiracy has 
taken over the leadership in this field. Movements free 
from this infection have neither the internal dynamics nor 
the military support necessary to offset those sponsored 
or controlled by the Russian communists. 

But we can build a healthy internationalism and one 
that would be far more powerful in the political arena than 
the Moscow brand. To accomplish this goal we must under- 
stand healthy nationalism. Then we must foster and sup- 
port it as a counteracting force to World Communism. Hav- 
ing done this we will have taken the first step in creating 
a healthy internationalism. 

The second step in this process calls for the develop- 
ment and support of free regional federations. These re- 
gional federations would be comprised of a number of 
sovereign and independent nations which freely elected to 
become party to the regional federation. The economic, 
political and security advantages of the regional federation 
concept would lead the way in gaining the support of the 
member states. 

This pattern is completely consistent with the charter 
of the United Nations. Indeed it springs from the basic idea 
which created the association of American States which 
stands as a regional arrangement of the nations of the 
Western Hemisphere. 

It is a sound pattern because it recognizes that heal- 
thy internationalism must be based upon full recognition 
of healthy nationalism. Moreover it supports a political phi- 
losophy which is consistent with the American way of life 
and therefore the antithesis of World Communism. 
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DR. LETTRICH’S PRINCIPLES 
Dr. Michael Zibrin 


In the beginning of January 1948, when the presi- 
dium of the Slovak Democratic Party met in session at 
Bratislava, Dr. Joseph Lettrich received an ordinary card 
from an acquaintance, Dr. Michael Mudry-Sebik. The latter 
‘ bluntly informed Lettrich that he was now in Switzerland 
and did not intend to return to Slovakia, It was just a 
short time prior to that date, at the end of December, 1947, 
that Ferjencik’s police called Mudry in twice for a hearing 
on account of an alleged meeting of Lettrich with Dr. 
Peter P. Hletko during Lettrich’s visit in Chicago, in 1946, 
where he had come escorted by a Communist, one Rudolph 
Martanovié. Mudry, saying nothing to any one, sold his 
furniture and made his exit stealthily, escaping to Switz- 
erland, whence he sent Lettrich the card referred to above. 

... Lettrich...became excited, criticized Mudry, and said 
that the Democratic Party had erred seriously when it 
took him in. As far as Lettrich was concerned, he was 
through forever with Miudry, because he did not have to 
run off as long as Lettrich and Ferjentik protected him. 
Of course, Lettrich evidently did not know that some two 
and a half months later he himself would be an escapee — 
and the services of Michael Mudry would again be welcome 
and valuable. 

And it so happened that Lettrich landed in Chicago, 
Illinois, in the spring of 1948, and began to work to- 
gether again with his old pal Michael Miudry. 

As soon as the so-called “Council of Free Czechoslo- 
vakia” was organized by Zenkl, Ripka and other Czech 
socialists Mudry joined up. Later Lettrich was instrumen- 
tal in getting Mudry a job with Radio Free Europe where, 
together with two Czech Marxists, Peroutka and Tigrid, he 
formed the leading Czecho-Slovak trio as an “encourage- 
ment” to those deputies of the Democratic Party, who sat 
in Gottwald’s prisons and whom, at the beginning of Oc- 
tober 1938, BeneS’s police commissioner, Dr. Michael Miu- 
dry, So energetically jailed. This jailer of Dr. Joseph StaS- 
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ko, who is suffering in Leopoldov for his Christian and 
democratic convictions, was then given a new distinction 
by Lettrich. A London report stated that there were three 
persons fighting for the leading position of the Slovak sec- 
tion of the “Czechoslovak” division of Radio Free Europe. 
One was the well-known distributer of lands, ‘the creator 
of the kolchoses and loyal commissar of Dr. Lettrich, Dr. 
Martin Kivetko; the other, a servant of Lettrich, Dr. John 
Pauliny-Toth; and the third, the clever policeman, Dr. Mi- 
chael Mudry. 

Radio Free Europe wanted the “Council of Free Czecho- 
slovakia’ decide the issue; the Council in turn told Let- 
trich to make the choice. And Lettrich did. Forgetting 
what he had said and thought about Mudry in January, 
1948, he appointed his old friend and Bene’’s policeman 
headman of London’s Radio Free Europe. We can well 
imagine how the Slovaks at home felt about this. They 
were shocked by Radio Free Europe’s action and left their 
kinsman in exile know just how they felt about it. Protests 
were shocked by Radio Free Europe’s action and let their 
conspiracy, pardon, a policy of its own to follow. 


Lettrich knows about the facts referred to above as 
well as I do. And yet Michael Mudry, who thereto never had 
been in London, was preferred to Dr. John Pauliny, who had 
spent eight years in London and had notable connections 
in English diplomatic circles. Pauliny was smeared by both 
the Czech ‘Socialists and non-Socialists. They knew that 
he had visited Pridavok, the “separatist,” and had written 
letters to Karol Sidor, chairman of the Slovak National 
Council Abroad and chief “separatist,” so they plied their 
smearing trade with gusto. Dr. Jan Pauliny/Téth, the di- 
plomat, who succeeded Martin Razus as chairman of the 
Slovak National Party and was better known at home than 
Mudry, simply did not rate with Lettrich. © 


This is a lesson for Pauliny. Not only for Pauliny but 
for all Slovaks, and Radio Free Europe, as well. It would 
be most fortunate not only for the Slovaks, but for RFE 
itself, if the latter would act realistically and put an end 
to its systematic anti-Slovak policy. For Pauliny and for 
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every Slovak it would be well, if they would speedily be- 
come aware of the fact that they probably could enrich 
themselves by joining the Lettrichrites and Zenklites, but 
only at the expense of their own nation’s interests and for 
the benefit of Czech imperialism. 

We Slovaks, however, are aware that the association 
is quite complete: Blaho, appointed head of State secur- 
ity, shall issue a list of the “unreliable”; Ferjenéik will 
arrest them — some will lose their teeth, others will have 
their arms and ribs broken, as they did have prior to 1948; 
those who still resist shall face the firing squad of let- 
trich’s consul general, Gejza Krno. We certainly have some- 
thing to live for! The sooner every Slovak becomes aware 
of this, the better. Then every one will know just where to 
stand, and the Zenklites will no longer find renegades to 
serve them for Judas’s pay. The Slovaks who remain with 
them are outcasts of the Slovak nation. 

As many times as I reproached Dr. Lettrich in exile, I 
never said anything before the execution of Dr. Tiso, 
that is, before April 18, 1947, when it was quite obvious 
to all of us just what Benes thought about the Slovaks and 
that all his promises were plain humbug. Then, when de- 
puties Kempny, Bugar and StaSko were surrendered to 
stand trial, Dr. Lettrich did nothing to save them. Shortly 
after that, on January 27, 1948, John Ursiny, Lettrich’s 
protector, fell. 

After these events, when Lettrich still sang praises 
about our freedom and democracy — saying that “our re- 
lationship to the USSR, based on the treaty of December 
12, 1943, is unalterable in the political life of the fu- 
ture. . .’ — I was convinced that he could not forget the 
so-called “Christmas Agreement” of 1943, when his group 
voluntarily surrendered power over the Slovaks to the 
Communists, even though the Communists at that time 
did not represent even 10 per cent of the electorate! 

Returning from Prague, February 25, 1948, several 
hours after Gottwald took over the government, Lettrich 
wanted to distribute functions on the train. Arriving in 
Bratislava, Lettrich called a secret session without invit- 
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ing me; It was at this session that he surrendered the De- 
mocratic Party to Milan Polak, Lukatéovié and Sevéik — 
and Lettrich knew that Sevéik was a member of the NKVD. 
When this happened, there was no doubt in my mind that 
Lettrich was making great mistakes and was not a man of 
principle. 

Therefore, let all my critics acknowledge that I had 
reasons for parting with Lettrich politically and that I 
had to quit him, since I did not want to get into serious 
conflict with my conscience. 

After that I met with Dr. Lettrich once more; that was 
in November, 1951, after the crisis in the ‘Council of 
Free Czechoslovakia,’ when I received a report that Let- 
trich had called Zenkl a liar and had come to Chicago to 
explain his conduct. Before meeting with him, I was in- 
formed that Lettrich visited Abbot Ondrak at Lisle, I11., 
that same day and even told him that Zenkl was a political 
liar and described his companions similarly. He asked the 
Abbot for help against the dictate of these political swind- 
lers. The Czech Catholic NAROD wrote about that visit. 

Lettrich apparently was through with Zenkl. And yet 
he was not. After the above episode, Lettrich made up 
with the Zenklites He even accompanied Zenkl on a visit 
to Chicago shortly after that and with him even dared to 
visit the very same Abbot Ondrak before whom he had 
excoriated Zenkl. Now then, is Lettrich a man of principle? 
God only knows why he still continues to sit in the “Coun- 
cil of Free Czechoslovakia” and is ready to do practically 
anything for Zenkl as long as he is paid for it. Could it 
possibly be the $400.00 monthly, as he himself once ac- 
knowledged ? 


Furthermore, quite a stir was created when. Lettrich 
attempted to get Fedora Paulova (née KRNO), a Com- 
munist, into the USA, through his beloved friend, the 
“shooting consul general,” Gejza Krno, even providing the 
necessary documents. This he did, even though a year ear- 
lier in his own paper, the CAS, he excoriated Fedora and 
one Zora Jesensky for their lectures in the communist or- 
ganizations of Slovak women Well, how could I be blamed 
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for thinking that Lettrich was in the train of Marxists, 
who are willing to become reconciled even with the devil 
himself at the expense of the security of the USA, just so 
they might earn $400.00 a month from the government of 
the USA and the American taxpayers. 


In the meantime, when RFE was reorganized, Dr. Mu- 
dry was made the headman of the Slovak part of the 
“Ozechoslovak’’ division of Radio Free Europe in Munich. 
We can imagine just how the Slovaks at home felt about 
this promotion, which was engineered by Lettrich. As far 
as I am concerned, it was at this point that Lettrich dis- 
carded the last principle of decency when he appointed 
Dr. Miudry as the head of the resistance broadcast, the 
very same Mudry who boasted in Chicago how he arrested 
StaSko and, get this, refused to free him even on the in- 
tervention of Karol, Sidor in 1938, but instead surrendered 
him to the Czech State representative in Bratislava. 


As I had asked my friends before, I ask again — the 
friends who still stand by Lettrich: What was more cor- 
rect, to quit Lettrich and continue to keep silent? Was 
there not already too much silence since 1948 to the present 
time? How could any honest Slovak keep silent after Let- 
trich’s open letter to Congressman Charles J. Kersten in 
which he denied both the existence and the right of the 
Slovaks to determine their own destiny and future? And 
after his latest version of the Slovak uprising of 1944 in 
the NEW YORK TIMES (August 29, 1954), wherein he 
still promotes the legend fabricated by his group and the 
Communists ? 


It is not anger or jealousy that has prompted me to 
write as I have. I have been prompted to do so, because 
I sincerely feel that it is a duty I owe to my people to 
shed some light on the road Lettrich is traveling. Prin- 
ciples, it seems, do not concern Lettrich even today when 
there is so much talk about uniting the Slovaks in exile. 
How could any honest Slovak, imbued with Christian and 
democratic principles, unite in any undertaking with a 
man like Lettrich? 
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THE SLOVAK REPUBLIC AND COMMUNISM 
Dr. Joseph Pauéo 


The courageous and merciless fight against Communism 
belongs among the most serious deeds of the representatives 
of the Slovak Republic (1939-1945). It could not have been 
otherwise, because the political body which had taken over 
the responsibility for the development of affairs in the 
Slovak Republic, from the very beginning of its public 
activity, was consistently anti-Communist. 

Already at the end of 1938, the autonomous government 
of Dr. Joseph Tiso dissolved and outlawed the Communist 
Party in Slovakia. On October 6, 1938, when the Prague 
Government finally recognized the rights of the Slovak nation 
to autonomy, according to the Pittsburgh Agreement of May 
30, 1918, all the political parties of Slovakia agreed on a 
single program in the face of the emergency which had 
arisen at that time. All parties, that is, except the Social 
Democrats and the Communists, who refused to support the 
bloc of civic parties and repudiated the principle of autonomy 
for Slovakia. The Slovak Government, however, dissolved 
and outlawed the Communist Party as a matter of principle, 
being fully aware of the fact that every Communist organi- 
zation is an enemy of all freedoms and an agent of Moscow. 

It was not so long ago that this act of the Slovak Gov- 
ernment was thrust before the eyes of the Slovaks as a sin 
and a betrayal of Democracy. But today we see, for example, 
that some States of America have outlawed the Communist 
Party, and the Government of the United States never 
adopted such a sharp anti-Communist course as it has at 
present. In 1938, the Slovak Government acted most prudent- 
ly and with foresight; history will never be able to criticize 
it for its anti-Communist stand. 

During the Second World War, the Slovak Republic 
had diplomatic contacts with the Soviet Union almost two 
years. It would be altogether useless to concern ourselves 
in detail with that part of the hateful anti-Slovak propa- 
ganda, which even today wants to see in this diplomatic 
relationship a pro-Soviet feeling or policy of the Slovak 
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Government. We know that western governments are in a 
“cold” war and, in places, even a “hot” war with the Com- 
munists and armies supported by the Soviets and yet they 
have diplomatic contacts with the Soviet dictatorship. 
Who would dare to accuse, for example, the Hisenhower 
Administration of following a pro-Soviet course? And we 
must not forget that the Slovak Government did not rescind 
outlawing the Communist Party even after it did establish 
diplomatic contacts with Soviet Russia. 

Speaking about diplomatic contacts of the Slovak Re- 
public with the Soviet Union, we must also mention a matter, 
which at first glance might appear as an insignificant event, 
but which really sheds light on the anti-Communist and anti- 
Soviet stand of the government of the Slovak Republic. Be- 
fore sending its ambassador to Bratislava, Moscow had re- 
quested the Slovak Government to use one of its largest 
buildings, the Avion Palace, as its embassy. But Tiso refused. 
Why? 

Tiso refused because it was quite obvious to him that 
the Soviets were not only interested in quarters for their 
diplomatic personnel, but also intended to establish an 
espionage center for the whole of central Europe, which 
would be covered by immunity. The Slovak Government acted 
as it did even though it was aware of the fact that it might 
be at the price of breaking off all diplomatic contacts with 
the Soviets. This act certainly cannot be construed as evi- 
dence of a “pro-Soviet” policy of the Slovak Republic! 

In June, 1941, the Slovak Army marched into Soviet 
territory. The Slovak Republic entered the war against 
Soviet Russia, because it was in accord with Slovak anti- 
Communist traditions. This it did even though it was fully 
aware of the geopolitical situation of Slovakia and the politi- 
cal combination of forces in the central Europe of that time. 

It may be worth mentioning, however, that formally 
the Slovak Republic did not declare war against anybody. 
According to the constitution of the Slovak Republic war 
could not be declared without the approval of Parliament 
and.the signature of the President of the Republic. Where 
the Premier and the Minister of National Defense did declare 
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war against anybody, they did so without the accord of Par- 
liament and the approval and signature of President Tiso. 
Regarding the armed conflict of the Slovak Republic with 
the Soviets, we might boldly compare it, from a formal and 
practical standpoint, with the “police action” of the United 
States in Korea. 

The anti-Communist stand of the representatives of the 
Slovak Republic stands out more prominently, if we recall 
that two divisions of the Slovak Army (about 12,000 men) 
fought exclusively on the eastern, that is, the Soviet front 
and that not a single Slovak soldier was placed on the west- 
ern front. In short, the army of the Slovak Republic did not 
fight against the armies of America, Great Britain and 
France, but only against the armies of the Soviet Union. 

Serious attempts were made to have the Slovak Army 
fight on the western front. The Slovak Government, how- 
ever, adamantly opposed the move. The will of the sovereign- 
ty of the Slovak Republic was not violated in this instance. 
It was not, therefore, accidental that the Slovaks fought 
only against the Soviets. 

President Dr. Joseph Tiso acted soberly in the anti- 
Communist crusade during the war and fulfilled his his- 
torical mission regardless of consequences. When allied vic- 
tory was certain, Soviet plenipotentiaries sought out Tiso 
and told him that he could continue in the presidency after 
the war, if he would only proclaim Slovakia a Soviet republic: 
Tiso, of course, refused and sealed his doom. Stalin was not 
a forgetful man. 

Of course, this was not the only instant which attested 
to Tiso’s crusade against Communism. His fight against 
Communism had begun long before he had become President 
of Slovakia, in fact, from the very outset of his public 
activity. The Communist prosecutors and judges of the 
Bratislava “National” Court accused Dr. Tiso of declaring 
that he would fight against his own brother if he were a 
Communist and that Communism must be cut from the body 
of every nation as a malignant ulcer. 


Certain it is that all political actions backed by Soviet 
Moscow and all regimes, which knew not how to cope with 
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Communism or out of ignorance and naivite regarded it 
as Democracy, looked upon the consistent validation of the 
anti-Communist stand of the Slovak Republic as treason. 
This was demonstrated most emphatically when the Com- 
munists and their collaborators executed a host of Slovak 
patriots, including President Dr. Joseph Tiso. 


We know that the ‘National’ Court in Bratislava con- 
sidered Tiso’s negative and hostile stand to the Soviets and 
Communists, as well as the war of the Slovak Army against 
the Soviets, as his greatest ‘‘crime”. If one points out the 
guilt not only of the Communists, who demanded and got 
Tiso’s head, but also the guilt of those, who at that time 
sat behind the same table with the Communists and the 
ministerial council when judicial murders were committed, 
this is in order. And that all the more so, because at that 
time every anti-Communist was given the singular oppor- 
tunity to manifest his conviction. During the “trial” of Dr. 
Tiso, the cold war between the West and the USSR was al- 
ready initiated. But the persons who executed Slovak anti- 
Communist fighters, or those who did not move a finger to 
save them — though they could have — apparently forgot 
that the West exists at all. And today, sad to say, these 
very same persons, now in the West, want to prove that they 
always were active anti-Communists. 


The Slovak Republic introduced itself into world his- 
tory remarkably well as an anti-Communist political and 
military factor. If it would have given nothing else to the 
Slovak nation but have taught it the correct way to look 
upon the danger of Communism, the wartime Slovak Re- 
public certainly would have been worthy of its existence. 


Addressing his countrymen, Dr. Joseph Tiso often said: 


“We do not show a sufficient regard for our State, be- 
cause we have not as yet sacrificed enough for it.” 


Today it is altogether clear that the sacrifices for Slovak 
statehood in the fight against Communism are effectively 
helping the Slovaks persevere in their efforts to renew Slovak 
statehood and that the Slovaks can be justly proud of their 
anti-Communist past. 
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Collaboration and Coexistence: 


THE LETTRICH “DEMOCRATS” AND COMMUNISTS 
P. A. Hrobak 


The Slovak Democratic Party did not exist in pre-war 
Slovakia, whereas the Slovak Communist Party did. The 
Democratic Party came into existence when the left-wing 
Agrarians decided to salvage their wealth and their political 
prestige at the expense of their own nation. They were well 
aware of the fact that they represented a negligible amount 
of the Slovak electorate in Slovakia and, hence, could never 
be elected as representatives of the political will of the Slovak 
nation in any free elections. The Communists in pre-war 
Slovakia were just about in the same fix; they did not have 
the backing of even 10% of the electorate. But the Commu- 
nists were in a more favorable position at the end of 1943, 
because it was quite evident at that time that the USSR 
would have a lot to say about the order that was to prevail 
in Czecho-Slovakia after the war. Dr. Edward Benes, the 
“resigned-and-still president” of Czecho-Slovakia, had con- 
cluded the ‘‘Czechoslovak-Soviet Treaty” on December 12, 
1943, which formally sold out that hapless country to the 
USSR. The Lettrich “Democrats” were fully aware of the 
situation at that time. 

The Lettrich “Democrats” could become a power in 
post-war Slovakia only with the help of the Communists, so 
they joined up with them to destroy the Republic of Slovakia 
and establish a “new” Czecho-Slovakia — a “people’s” demo- 
cracy — subordinated to the USSR. They concluded several 
agreements with the Communists which are referred to 
writers from time to time. We produce them in toto here. 


The 1943 “Christmas” Agreement 


“The ideological tendencies in Slovakia — which even 
after October 6, 1938, continued on the principles of anti- 
Fascist democracy and to the present day have actively 
opposed the political, economic and cultural violation of the 
Slovak people and which today represent the actual think- 
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ing of all groups of the Slovak people — have decided to 
create a common political leadership which shall be the 
SLOVAK NATIONAL COUNCIL, the sole representative 
of the political will of the Slovak nation at home. 

“I. The Role and the Aims of the Slovak National Coun- 
cil are: 

_ “1. Unitedly and centrally to wage the fight of the 
Slovak nation for the removal of the Nazi-German dictator- 
ship, which is being enforced even by native usurpers of 
political power. 

“2. At the first opportune moment to seize all political, 
legislative, military, or administrative executive power in 
Slovakia and administer it according to the will of the people 
until such time as freely elected representatives of the people 
shall be able to take over all power. 

“3. As soon as possible after the seizure of power, the 
Slovak National Council shall see to it that the Slovak people 
of its own will shall freely designate its own representatives 
to whom the Slovak National Council shall surrender all 
power. 

“4, In its activity the Slovak National Council shall 
proceed in understanding with the Czecho-Slovak Govern- 
ment and the entire resistance movement abroad, whose work 
in the international and military fields it recognizes and 
supports. 

“II. The associated tendencies and groups of the Council 
have agreed on these principles: 

“1. It is our desire that the Slovak nation and the Czech 
nation, as the most related Slovanic nations, work out their 
future destiny in the Czecho-Slovak Republic, that is, in 
a joint State of the Slovaks and Czechs, and on a basis of 
equality. 

“2. We desire close collaboration with all Slovanic 
States and nations, especially with the Soviet Union in 
which we see the guarantee of a free life and general growth 
of-small nations generally and of the Slovanic nations in par- 
ticular. 

-<° °“3,- The future Czecho-Slovak Republic shall conduct 
its foreign policy in the spirit of these principles and, there- 
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fore in the field of foreign policy and in the military field 
shall rely on the USSR. 

“4. The internal order of the future Czecho-Slovak 
Republic shall be democratic, but all Fascist, racial, totali- 
tarian tendencies, and all such as shall be in conflict with 
these principles, shall be eradicated. In this spirit the internal 
political government shall be firmly conducted, but, never- 
theless, in a democratic manner. It is necessary to avoid the 
mistakes and errors of the past. 

“5. The concept of democracy must be carried over 
and intensified also in the economic and social fields, so that 
the distribution of the national income among all the in- 
habitants be as equal as possible and the life of every citizen 
be humanly dignified. 

“6. Culture, education and training must be conducted 
by these principles. Freedom of religious beliefs shall be 
preserved, but the influence of the churches on the tendency 
and the management of the State shall be excluded. 

“7, About the definite adjustment of these questions 
— and especially about the legal, constitutional adjustment 
of the relationship of the Slovak nation to the Czech nation 
— shall be decided, on the Slovak side, exclusively by freely 
(designated) representatives of the Slovak nation. 


“Bratislava, Christmas, 1943.” 
The Agreement of June 26, 1945 


_ “I. Neither party of the National Front has any other 
aims than a united, indivisible, democratic Czecho-Slovak 
Republic, built on the legally equal union of the Slovak and 
Czech nations and, in its foreign, Slovak and economic poli- 
cies, depending on the Soviet Union, keeping brotherly con- 
tacts with all Slovanic States and nations, preserving the 
traditional friendly contacts with the western allies. 

“2. Both parties of the National Front — the Demo- 
cratic Party and the Communist Party of Slovakia — are 
aware of the fact that to successfully perform the tasks of 
one class or of one political party is not sufficient, but that 
harmonious cooperation of all working groups of the nation 
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is necessary, and that of both our political parties which re- 
present the will of the nation. 

“3. It is our unalterable will to preserve and conso- 
lidate the National Front, which is built first of all on the 
collaboration of the Democratic Party with the Communist 
Party of Slovakia, so that it could fulfill its great task of con- 
solidation and reconstruction. 

“In the spirit of fraternal friendship of the Czech and 
Slovak nations, we want to keep up the most friendly coope- 
ration of the Communist Party of Slovakia and the Demo- 
cratic Party, federated in the Slovak National Front, with 
the political parties in the Czech lands, especially with the 
bloc of working people of the cities and their vicinities which 
forms the core of political representation of the Czech nation. 

“4, Just as we fought together during the national 
rebellion against the German invaders and their Magyar 
helpers, so together we want to cleanse Slovakia of Nazi 
Germans, Fascist Magyars, to achieve the exchange of the 
remaining Magyar population for the Slovaks in Hungary 
and abroad and thus contribute to the fulfillment of the 
governmental program to build the Czecho-Slovak Republic 
as a State of the Czechs and the Slovaks. 

“5. By mutual collaboration we want to continue in- 
exorably and uncompromisingly to expose and disarm all 
Fascist, collaborationist and exploitationary elements. 

“6. Just as we value highly respectable, conscientious 
and qualified citizens, even if they are not adherents of 
political parties, we shall just as certainly disarm character- 
less conjuncturalists, chameleons, opportunists, as well as 
the prejudiced, even if they should cloak themselves with 
adherence to some of our parties. 

“7, Between the Communist Party of Slovakia and 
the Democratic Party there is complete agreement on the 
matter that local and district National Committees, just like 
economic, industrial, social, health, cultural and other insti- 
tutions of a national character, shall not become the object 
of one of our political parties, but shall be so composed that 
they adequately represent all democratic and working groups 
of our citizenry. 
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“8. The Democratic Party and the Communist Party 
of Slovakia are completely united in respecting and defending 
the right of religious confession, but also in the matter that 
Slovak citizens of whatever faith are equal citizens of our 
State. On the other hand, they expect that the churches 
shall not afford asylum to Fascist culprits and shall not be- 
come tools of any sort of political agitation. 


“9. The Democratic Party, just like the Communist 
Party of Slovakia, is striving for extensive social reforms 
to raise the living and cultural standard of the working 
people and, on the other hand, the Communist Party of 
Slovakia, just like the Democratic Party, resolutely respects 
private property of peasants, tradesmen, businessmen, small 
and medium entrepreneurs and officials. 


“10. Since there is agreement on all vital questions 
between the Democratic Party and the Communist Party of 
Slovakia, both parties shall strive for the end that, in the 
spirit of the collaboration of the underground and the up- 
rising, the methods of honorable, open, sincere and loyal 
collaboration, become domesticated in all organizations and 
groups of the party. 


“June 26, 1945. 


“For the Communist Party of Slovakia: Karol Schmidke, 
Dr. Gustav Husak, Laco Novomesky, Dr. E. Frisch, Karol 
Bacilek. 

“For the Democratic Party: Dr. Jozef Lettrich, Dr. 
Fedor HodZa, Dr. Matej Josko, Dr. Jozef Kysely, Milan 
Polak.” 

It is obvious that the Lettrich “Democrats” collaborated 
with Communists and the USSR deliberately and willingly 
against the national interests of their own people. They 
wanted to coexist and co-govern with the Reds, but forgot 
that the Reds had other plans, their own plans, based on 
the Moscow blueprint or master plan. After the Reds and 
Moscow used them to attain their ends in Czecho-Slovakia, 
the Lettrich “Democrats” were relegated to the political 
rubbish heap. The Slovak people, whom they betrayed, want 
to keep them there. Why should our State Department, the 
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U. S. Information Agency (Voice of America), the Free 
Europe Committee (Radio Free Europe) and other American 
institutions still try to salvage them? Why insist that such 
“political dupes” (?) represent the political will of the Slovak 
nation? They never did and never shall! 


RECOMMENDED BOOKS: “The Slovaks” (Jurchak 
$3.00; SLOVAK FOR BEGINNERS” (Books I-III) $1.50 
(the set); “Hrobak’s English-Slovak Dictionary” $4.00; 
“SLOVAK LESSONS” (Hrobak) $3.50. 


NATIONALIZATION OF PRIVATE PROPERTY 
IN SLOVAKIA 


Andrej Gemersky 


When Edward Bene’ signed the governmental decree 
in 1945 to nationalize key (heavy) industry, the Commun- 
ists in Slovakia and the Czech lands became the masters 
of the economic situation. By signing that decree Benes 
sealed the fate not only of heavy industry, which thereto 
was owned for the most part by share-holders’ associa- 
tions, but also the industry which was owned by individ- 
uals. BeneS’s decree nationalized all industrial enterprises 
which employed more than 50 persons. For the time being, 
therefore, enterprises with up to 50 employees were not 
affected by the decree. But only for a short time. 

The Communists are known for their consistent stand 
on abolishing all private ownership. They believe in the 
principle that man should not exploit man, that man must 
not be exploited by the bourgeois, the capitalists, who, ac- 
cording to the Communists are represented by private 
owners without regard to the kind and extent of private 
ownership. The Communists, therefore, once they were in 
key positions in Slovakia, sought to nationalize every pri- 
vate enterprise, large and small. 

I had said that enterprises with up to 50 employees 
were not nationalized at the outset (1945). These the 
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Communists first began to combine into larger productive 
units, into so-called manufacturing and selling combines 
or cooperatives; they began to collectivize production or 
manufacture. They said that collectivization was a neces- 
sary and inevitable degree of socialistic, progressive under- 
taking and, therefore, whoever opposed collectivization was 
not progressive but reactionary, an enemy of socialism 
which spelled the “good and welfare” of the people. Such 
a person, of course, was an enemy of the State and, hence, 
could be punished according to existing laws. 

Tailors were organized in the cooperative called ‘Vzo- 
rodev’’; haberdashers, merchants with mixed merchandise 
in the “Jednota” and “Budiucnost”; shoemakers in the 
“Vzorobuv,” but shoeshops with three employees were not 
affected. The latter, however, were not allowed to make 
new shoes, but only to repair old ones; their shops had to 
carry the sign “adrzbar.” 

It was thus that all manufacturing plants and selling 
outlets in Slovakia were collectivized. Later, larger coop- 
eratives became so-called ‘national’ enterprises; but na- 
tional enterprises are also State enterprises, because the 
profits belong to the State exclusively, that is, to the Com- 
munists. Former “private” enterprises were given a new 
name; original trade names, carrying the names of pri- 
vate entrepreneurs and owners, had to go. Now, for ex- 
ample, we read the names of “national” enterprises, such 
as, “Technokov, Masna, Obuva, Popper, Mlieéne Speciality,” 
etc. In a word all business is under State control. 

When the Communists nationalized or collectivized 
enterprises, they allowed the former private owners to run 
them for the State as “managers.” But they had one of 
their tried men in every business place, whose duty it was 
to learn all the tricks of the trade. In time the original 
owner-manager became unnecessary and was transferred 
to some other enterprise as a laborer. His understudy, 
classed as “absolutely reliable,” took over the job of man- 
aging the business. 

In many instances, private owners opposed collectivi- 
zation. In such cases the Communists simply took away 
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their business permits, or closed their shops as economic- 
ally unnecessary. So a person practically had to join the 
Red cooperatives if he wanted to live and have a roof over 
his head. Most of the small operators had their shops in 
their homes and could easily be dispossessed in the “public 
interest” — meaning of course in the interest of the Com- 
munist Party. 


In Slovakia the Communists did not collectivize all 
private enterprises at one time. At first the Reds would 
call the owner to attend a trade meeting of this or that 
national committee and try to convince him how he would 
benefit by joining a cooperative. If he could not be con- 
vinced, they would tell him that they would have to review 
his trade permit and ascertain whether his shop was neces- 
sary to fulfill the economic plan. After the boss, the Reds 
would tackle his employees to convince them that they are 
not very bright if they let private owners, the bourgeois, 
to exploit them. Why should the workers help the owners 
to wax richer at their expense, the Reds would easily say, 
when they can work in cooperative shops and get better 
pay? 

In many cases that is how the Communists operated 
in their own benefit. Employees quit their old employers 
to work in the cooperatives, where they actually received 
better pay. When the Reds had all producing enterprises 
nationalized and collectivized, they later introduced so- 
called productive norms, which had to be met, if the work- 
ers were to receive the pay they were getting. These norms 
could never be met, so the workers actually got less pay 
than they did from private owners. This, according to the 
Communists, is not exploitation of the workers, but a con- 
scientious and patriotic building-up of socialism. 

Getting control of agricultural production caused the 
greatest concern to the Communists, because all people — 
therefore even those who live in the communistic “para- 
dise’’ — have to eat. The Communists knew that a scarcity 
of food would not help them consolidate their power in the 
State; they also knew that a hungry person could not 
work and slave for them effectively. So they began to col- 
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lectivize agricultural units, the farms. That is how the so- 
called “Uniform Agricultural Cooperatives” (Jednotné rof- 
rofnicke druzstvé — JRD) originated in Slovakia. 

Slovak farmers refused to join the cooperatives (kol- 
chozes) and openly resisted the Communists. They told 
them bluntly that they did not want kolchozes like those 
in the USSR, because they were not prosperous agricultu- 
ral institutions. Official propagators of the Red Party, 
however, explained that they were not concerned about 
kolchozes, but about cooperative farming, which must meet 
Slovak conditions and demands which are different than 
those existing in the USSR and, therefore, they said, the 
Slovak farm cooperatives do not have and will not have 
anything in common with the Soviet kolchozes. 

It so happened that many Slovak farmers let them- 
selves be deceived by the Red lullabies of the Communist 
agitators and joined the cooperatives. Soon after, they 
learned to their sorrow that the cooperatives were nothing 
else but Soviet kolchozes, which deprived the formers of 
99 per cent of their property. No longer were they masters 
of their own household, but slaves of the Communist Party. 
Of course, the Communists would have forced their plans 
on the Slovak farmers even though all of them would have 
refused to join the kolchozes; they probably would have 
knocked them off one by one, village by village, because 
they were the law, they were in power. 

Naturally, the Slovak farmers, true to their Christian 
democratic tradition, struck back, even though it meant 
persecution, prison, or even deportation. They figured the 
Reds could not kill, imprison or deport all of them without 
starving themselves out. Just how the Slovak farmer felt 
about the situation soon made itself felt in the whole of 
Slovakia: the farmers under the new system were produc- . 
ing much less than they did before the advent of the kol- 
chozes. The Red bosses cursed and threatened the farmers, 
but to no avail; a bad year was followed by a worse year. 
Workers everywhere complained loudly. 


After years of stubborn Slovak resistance, the Reds 
decided to change their tactics to improve the agricultural 
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situation in Slovakia and increase the amount of meat, 
flour, vegetables, etc. In 1953 they suddenly began to pro- 
claim that no one was supposed to be forced into the co- 
operatives and anyone who wished to quit them could do 
so and begin to farm privately on his own property. Presi- 
dent Zapotocky himself announced the new, surprising 
course of the Communists in a speech in which he hypo- 
critically condemned all violence and terrorization of the 
farmers, saying that they were “violations of a local char- 
acter” for which the guilty parties shall bear the respon- 
sibility. 

This complete turnabout of policy may have surprised 
many innocents, but it was really nothing new in Com- 
munist tactics and strategy. It was not the first time or 
the last that they reversed their policies. They did it be- 
fore and shall continue to do it as long as it serves their 
interests, the interests of the Communist Party and the in- 
terests of the USSR. Those who do not understand Com- 
munist methods and their constant goals might see in this 
turnabout of the Communists their weakness. This, how- 
ever, would be a fundamental error, which would avenge 
itself in a brutal manner. We must remember that the very 
same thing happened even in the “exemplary” Soviet Union 
more than once. 


After the Communists seized the government in Rus- 
sia, even during the lifetime of Lenin, the Communists 
began to collectivize on a grand scale, brutally persecuting 
every one who opposed them. After a time they found them- 
selves in an economic crisis; the peasant farmers quit pro- 
ducing the necessary quotas of farm products. It did not 
take Lenin long to figure his way out of the impending 
crisis. He proclaimed a “new economic policy” (Novaja 
Ekonomiéeskaja Politika — NEP), which returned the 
farms to the farmers so that they might work them pri- 
vately. Five years later, however, Lenin ordered the dis- 
solution of NEP in the USSR and a general collectiviza- 
tion of all farms. ‘Sovhozes and kolchozes were again form- 
ed. Sovhozes are state agricultural properties in which pri- 
vate ownership is completely excluded, while kolchozes al- 
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low about 1 per cent ownership in a farm project, as men- 
tioned above in reference to JRD. 

After a complete turnabout of policy in Slovakia, in 
1953, many farmers welcomed the chance to quit the JRD 
and begin farming privately. Many see in this move, a weak- 
ness of the Communists and are thus guilty of a serious 
error, because the same thing is bound to happen in Slo- 
vakia that happened in the USSR and wherever the Reds 
are in power: general collectivization is bound to come. It 
is unfortunate that so many people still do not understand 
how Communism works, the tactics the Communists use 
to attain their ends. In Slovakia, all the farmers who quit 
the kolchozes are marked men. As soon as the economic 
situation improves and a surplus of farm products is built 
up in Slovakia, the farmers will be compelled to join the 
kolchozes and Sovhozes. Those who refuse to join will be 
labeled “enemies” of the State and dealt with accordingly. 


SLOVAK FOLKLORE 


THE MAN WHO NEVER SINNED 


In a certain village there once lived a poor but upright 
and devout man. Although as gray as a pigeon, he had 
never, not even once, committed sin. He never hurt any one 
by word or deed, nor did he ever offend a single person in 
any way. 

This, of course, irritated the devil in hell, who said, 
scratching behind his ears: 

“This is certainly exasperating with this man. Other 
persons, no matter how upright, render me a service at 
least once during their lifetime. This fellow, however, shall 
die today or tomorrow and as yet has not done my bidding 
even once. But just wait, mister, I’ll show you up yet!” 

Not knowing of the trap the devil was setting for him, 
the poor man lived peacefully in his shack, praying to God 
daily, never offending any one, coveting not another’s pos- 
sessions, and conducting himself in all things according to 
God’s commandments. 
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Suddenly, without a warning — would that he had 
stayed in the bottomless pit of hell! — the devil gallops 
into the poor man’s room just as God had made him: he 
had teeth like pikes, legs like a horse, horns on his head, 
and even a tail behind. Without ado, he began: 

“Well, no doubt about it, you know who I am, do you 
not? I have been trailing you since you were born, but 
never once could I catch you committing sin. Now, you 
choose what it is you want to do: either you shall kill a 
man, or blaspheme God, or you shall get drunk. Whether 
you want to or not, one of these three sins you must com- 
mit. Tomorrow I shall come again to hear what your deci- 
sion is.” 

As he finished speaking, the devil flew up the chim- 
ney. And what did the upright man do? Indeed, he was not 
very frightened, because he knew that whosoever is with 
God, with him God also is. Nevertheless, he spent the whole 
day thinking about what he should do. He could not make 
a decision. The entire God-given day he read devout books 
and then prayed, sighing: “lead us not into temptation, 
but deliver us from evil.” 

But what happened? The next morning the devil again 
came down the chimney and, facing the poor man, said: 

“Well, have you thought over what I had said to you?” 

“Aye, I have, indeed I have. If you are a devil, go to 
hell, where the Lord Christ has placed you and let up- 
right people live in peace. I shall not sin just to please 
you!” 

“But,” retorted the devil, “I say to you again that you 
cannot avoid this, because there is not, nor shall there be, 
a man in this world who shall not sin at least once during 
his lifetime. If you continue to defy me, I swear that you 
shall commit all three sins. Now, think it over again; I 
shall come again tomorow.” 

With this the devil vanished up the chimney again. 

The poor man remained alone behind a table with his 
head resting in the palms of his hands. He was thinking 
the matter over. The more he raked his brains about it, 
the more he was convincing himself that the devil did say 
something. 
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“Indeed,” he reasoned, “the devil was right. All of us 
are sinners. Surely, the Lord Christ would not have died 
in vain even for me — and I have not as yet sinned even 
once. Aye, the devil could be right. Well, I shall not pull 
fingers with him. But to kill a man? That would be a grave 
sin, indeed. Never in my life have I hurt any one, not even 
the smallest child, nor have I layed even my small finger 
on any one — and now I should kill some one? That I shall 
never do! But to blaspheme the Lord, God, that, too, 
would be a grave sin. From my youth I have been careful 
not to say an evil word to any one and now, in my old age, 
I am supposed to blaspheme God? Even that is out! Get 
drunk? Hmm, that would perhaps be the smallest sin; 
with it I would harm no one. I shall get drunk, come home 
and sleep it off — and the matter shall be ended; the devil 
will not bother me any more.” 

Having thought over the matter in this manner, the 
upright man rose from the table as he uttered the last 
words to himself and wended his way to a tavern. There 
he drank and drank until he could drink no more 

His feet quite unsteady, the poor but foolish man 
made his way home. Once in the house, though it never 
had been his custom to create a scene, he now raved and 
ranted. Unfortunately his grandchild began to cry; un- 
hesitatingly he thumped it heavily over the head, so that 
the child became silent for all eternity. Then he let loose 
a torrent of curses and blasphemies that shook the house. 
He cursed the devil, all the saints, and blaspemed God 
Himself. 

Behold, the fruit of drunkeness! If the poor man had 
avoided intoxication, he could have died a holy man. He 
did not want to commit murder or blaspheme God, but 
once under the influence of liquor he did both. And so it 
was that a righteous man became a scoundrel, thief and 
murderer. It is most difficult, they say, to get intoxicated 
the first time, but ever so easy after that first time. 

And the black, evil one in hell was overjoyed and is 
still rejoicing to the present time that his invention of 
whiskey was not in vain! — (Translated by Andrew Bach- 
leda.) 
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EASTERN SLOVAKIA INHABITED FOR CENTURIES 
BY GREAT SLOVAK MAJORITY 


Michael S. Maéuga 


Historically, Western Ukrainia, extending to the Hast- 
ern Carpathians, has no valid claim to the Slovak lands 
which border on Ruthenia, or Carpathian Russia, the west- 
ernmost extension of the Russian racial element. In 1930 
the national census of the republic of Czecho-Slovakia 
showed that in eastern Slovakia the counties of Spi8, Sa- 
ri8, Zemplin and Abauj had a population of 408,129 Slovaks 
and 81,960 Rusins or Ruthenians (also known as Carpatho- 
Russians and Little Russians). 

Despite these significant figures there is a propaganda 
movement, both here and abroad, which is designed to in- 
corporate these Slovak counties with their predominant Slo- 
vak populations in the Soviet Republic of Ukrainia on the 
pretext that they belong to Ruthenia. There is nothing to 
substantiate this wild claim. Of course, the men of the 
Kremlin are more than willing to force not only the eastern 
part but the whole of Slovakia under their dominion, history 
and statistics notwithstanding. 

According to the 1930 national census the facts of the 
case of Eastern Slovakia against Ruthenia are confirmed 
without a doubt in Slovakia’s favor. The figures tell us the 
number of Slovaks and Ruthenians living in the various 
cities and towns. 


City—Town Slovaks Ruthenians 
Bardiov 21,841 13,216 
Humenné 19,551 948 
Gelnica 17,189 110 
Giraltovce 15,125 736 
Kezmarok 15,432 655 
Levoéa 22,136 1,008 
Tubovna 12,742 6,228 
Medzilaborce 2,860 14,944 
Michalovece 41,722 374 


Poprad 19,961 99 
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Presov 56,086 937 
Sabinov 30,599 6,797 
Snina 11,388 19,891 
Sobrance 22,750 1,810 
Stropkov 9,335 16,891 
Trebisov 38,853 216 
Spisska Nova Ves 29,066 1,396 
Spisska Stara Ves 7,145 1,192 
Vranov (nad Topl'ou) 24,594 512 


So much for statistics. Furthermore, no valid historical 
arguments exist to back Russian views in this matter. 

Polish philologists tried frequently to establish the Po- 
lish origins of Eastern Slovakian dialects but in vain. Zd. 
Stieber of Cracow tried to build up a case for Poland there, 
as did Samo Czambel, the Slovak linguist. But other philolo- 
gists, such as the eminent Dutchman, Van Wijk, the Ma- 
gyar scholar, Kniesza, the Czech linguists, Pastrnek, Trav- 
ni¢ek, Smilauer and the Slovak scholar, Stanislav, proved 
satisfactorily that the Eastern dialects of Slovakia have a 
Slovak origin and foundation. M. Malecki, however, a Polish 
Slovanic scholar, tried to establish Polish origins in the 
northern Trenéin area. The Ukrainian savants see, on the 
other hand, only Ruthenian and Ukrainian origins of the 
dialects in the eastern regions of Slovakia. 

These theories of the late nineteenth century apply not 
only to Eastern Slovakia, but also to the areas near Batka 
and Sriem where many Greek-Catholic Slovaks settled, They, 
too, speak an eastern Slovak dialect. 

Vladimir Hnatjuk’s views, namely, that the dialects of 
eastern Slovakia were Ukrainian, were disproved by Slovak 
and Czech philologists, as well as by the Russian Slav scho- 
lar, Sobolevsky, and the Norwegian Slavist, Olaf Broch, who 
knew that part of the country as well as Ruthenia. Hnat- 
juk considered even such fundamental Slovak words as 
bivac (byvat), mac (mat), ocee (otec) dzem (day), hodzina 
(hodina), pajdzeSat (piatdesiat), etc., as Ukrainian! Every 
eastern Slovak uses such language with its peculiar local 
flavor, or color. It is part of his native vocabulary which is 
distinctly Slovak, not Ukrainian. When attention was called 
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to this discrepancy, Hnatjuk revised his analysis and chose 
the White Russian language as his starting point in which 
dz is substituted for d@ and e for f, respectively, in contrast 
to the Greater Russian language. But according to his con- 
tention the western Slovak versions, e.g., dzedzina and dzeci, 
etc., would have to be explained in the same way. Obviously, 
such conclusions are false. 


Professor Frantisek Pastrnek, the renowned Czech phi- 
lologist from Prague, proved in his book Rusini Jazyka Slo- 
venského (Petrograd, 1907) that these Eastern Slovak dia- 
lects were really Slovak in origin and form, not Ruthenian 
or Ukrainian as Hnatjuk tried to demonstrate. 


In 1935, Dr. Fr. Tichy, an authority on Slav languages, 
pointed out (Nas Zivot, 1935, p. 133) that the language of 
the Rusins in Backa and Sriem was actually Slovak, al- 
though a grammarian, Dr. G. Kostelnik, (his very name is 
Slovak, since the Russian word for church from which it is 
derived is cerkev, not kostol, as in Slovak) termed it Rus- 
sian. Observe his writing: “Ked’ Se sceme nauéic dobre pi- 
sac, abo ked’ sceme dobre nauéic inSi jazyk, ta spredz mu- 
Sime nauéic hramatiku tej beSedy, chtoru najlepSe zname. 
A taka beSeda tota, cos chtori Se od dzeciiistva posluhujeme 
— maceriiiska beSeda.” 


There is hardly any need of philological learning to de- 
termine that this sample is not Russian at all, but clear type 
of an eastern Slovakian dialect. 


Question Solved Ages Ago 


Apparently, this problem was ironed out many years 
ago to the satisfaction of intelligent Slovanic scholars every- 
where. Nevertheless, there are always some who resurrect 
old errors based on prejudice and false premises. And it is 
unfortunate that such linguists get a hearing every time. 
Genuine scholars, however, treat their spurious views with 
utter contempt. For politicians of a certain class in Eastern 
Slovakia these incontrovertible conclusions, based on histor- 
ical evidence and philological research, have no value because 
they do not contribute to their selfish interests. But true 
political policies must ultimately be determined and sup- 
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ported by incontestible scientific data and genuine historical 
facts. 

We are well aware of the fact that in the high forest 
areas of eastern Slovakia Ruthenian (Rusin) settlements 
are found, but we also know that they are small and few 
in number and that their inhabitants migrated there recent- 
ly. We are informed that their Ruthenian stand is too often 
political rather than national or historical. At any rate the 
predominant population of Eastern Slovakia is Slovak. It is 
guite difficult, however, to establish a definite national boun- 
dary in the easternmost part of Slovakia, because the Ru- 
thenian and Ukrainian elements have blended with the Slo- 
vak dialects there, and they have all become closely allied 
after a period of time. Hence, we have heard Ukrainians re- 
mark, when they hear the eastern Slovak dialect spoken, 
that it is quite like their tongue. And the Slovaks there say 
the same when they hear the Ukrainian spoken on the bor- 
derline of their country. 


Dialects in that area of conflict are like links in a chain 
which is raised to white heat; the links fuse and unite, so 
that no politician, or philologist, can determine precisely 
where the Ruthenian begins and the Slovak ends, just as no 
savant can establish accurately the line of differentiation 
between the French and the Italian on their borders, and the 
German in contrast to the Dutch, or Danish, because these 
languages unite imperceptibly on their national boundaries. 

It is no secret therefore, that there exist some villages 
alongside many Slovak towns in eastern Slovakia, but there 
are also Slovak towns in Carpatho-Russia, e.g., in Marmaros 
County. Should we Slovaks demand that the eastern boun- 
dary of their country be pushed as far eastward as Marma- 
roS County simply because a few Slovak settlements are 
found in the interior of Ruthenia? 


‘Historical evidence contradicts the views and subse- 
quent actions of those political leaders who desire to push 
the western boundary of Carpatho-Russian expansion to Po- 
prad in Slovakia. A few Ruthenian colonists appeared in east- 
ern Slovakia in the thirteenth century. The Ruthenians; how- 
ever, did not come there in any considerable numbers until 
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the sixteenth, seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. A Rus- 
sian historian, Andrej Petrov, proved this in his book 
“Drevnesija Gramoty po Istorii Karpatskoj Rusi’” (in the 
chapter: O Naéale Karp. Rusi, published by the Slavonic 
Institute, Prague, 1930). 


Geographical Map — the Best Proof 


It is unnecessary to study the history of colonization in 
Carpatho-Russia and eastern Slovakia in order to show who 
were the original inhabitants there. The fact that the Ru- 
thenian villages are scattered here and there in the higher 
plateaus and forest areas shows them to be of later origin, 
because the earlier settlers, the Slovaks, already lived on 
the plains and in the fertile valleys when the Ruthenians 
came. Hence, the latter, as newcomers, had to move on; 
they went into the hills and mountains and became foresters 
and sheepherders. 


Thus, those who wish to move the Carpatho-Russian 
boundary-line westward as far as Poprad do a grave injus- 
tice to Slovakia; they ignore ages-old traditions, cultural, 
social and political factors. By doing violence to history 
these men are initiating forces which will inevitably bring 
serious disorders in the future. Eastern Slovaks, from Strba 
to Uzhorod, speak a distinct Slovakian dialect which is akin 
to the dialect of the western Slovaks. They call their lan- 
guage, Slovak, and that is not only an important philological 
fact, but a sociological and political phenomenon that cannot 
be explained away by those who wish to expand at Slova- 
kia’s expense. 

Eastern Slovakia has always been within the sphere of 
influence of Slovak culture. Consequently, when Czech was 
adopted for a time by some Slovaks as a literary language, 
it was introduced into that part of the country, too. And 
when, finally, the Slovaks agreed on a central Slovak literary 
medium, it became the language of literature of the land. 
Moreover, Slovak publications came from KoSice as early as 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, for it was the cen- 
ter of Slovak culture at that time. The Jesuits maintained 
a Slovak press at their college in KoSice. 
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Art Confirms the Slovak Stand 


The history of art in Slovakia shows the uniformity of 
Slovak culture throughout the country from the earliest 
beginnings, The difference between Slovak and Ruthenian 
art is not merely superficial. Slovak art sharply contrasts 
with Ruthenian art in origin and form, and the former is a 
part of western culture, while the latter definitely belongs 
to the East. This is manifest in the study of creative art. 
In KoSice and PreSov the churches are not Ruthenian or 
eastern in design, but definitely belong to the West. 

Who would dare to cut off that land which has been 
influenced by a traditional culture for a thousand years and 
place it into another cultural sphere by force? How tragic 
and confusing would such an act of folly be for Slovakia. 
Strongly imbedded traditions and customs are such powerful 
and vital forces that any attempt to efface them or direct 
them into different channels would meet with disaster and 
add to the confusion already developed by Moscow. 

Vital issues are being constantly confused by a misuse 
of terminology such as, Greek-Catholic being taken as sy- 
nonymous with Ruthenian (Rusin). But it puzzles only the 
people who have little knowledge of the sociological, lin- 
guistic, cultural and historical elements and the conditions 
which determine true concepts of nationhood. It is well 
known that the Greek-Catholics in Vernar and Telgart, for 
example, do not know the Rusin language. The term “Na- 
tional Magyar-Calvin Church” has no meaning because there 
are Slovak and Czech Calvinists. All Serbs are not Ortho- 
dox; some are Roman Catholics — a fact which few people 
seem to know. Should the German nation, which is mostly 
Protestant in its religion, lay claim to our lands because 
some of our citizens profess to be Protestants? 


Slovanic-Byzantine ,(Greek-Catholic) liturgy is not a 
specific means of national identity for the Rusins, because 
many Slovaks profess the Greek-Catholic rite. Anyone who 
is at least somewhat informed on the subject of the history 
of church liturgy knows that even non-Slovanic nations 
adopted the ancient liturgy of their Slovanic neighbors. To 
use liturgy as the basis of political orientation is not in 
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keeping with the sacred spirit of religion. The Slovaks, 
therefore, regret to see the Slovanic-Byzantine Rite being 
employed for political purposes, because they have a warm 
regard for the Ruthenian nation which has so nobly pre- 
served the ancient liturgy of the Slovak Apostles, St. Cyril 
and St. Methodius, who introduced this sacred rite to meet 
the needs of the Slavic nations. 


The Slovaks are not prejudiced against the Rusin na- 
tion which has lived in close contact and harmony with the 
Slovaks for centuries. They wish them success in their social 
and national endeavors, but will not willingly submit to 
pressure from any political regime. The Slovaks realize that 
this pressure does not have the sanction of true Ruthenians, 
and, therefore, they shall not lose faith in them, for they 
are their brothers. A third party, however, is endeavoring 
to split up the Slovanic nations. The Slovaks and Ruthenians 
will do well to remain calm and resolute and avoid useless 
arguments and misunderstandings. They can and must work 
together in peace and brotherhood for their common good 
against their common enemy. 


The above analysis of a crucial problem should be suf- 
ficiently clear from the facts presented; and it ought to dis- 
courage any further attempts to Rusin-ize the Slovaks of 
eastern Slovakia. The Slovaks contributed richly to Rusin 
culture, and here, in America, many eminent Ruthenian 
leaders were Slovaks who did not try to denationalize them. 
Eastern Slovakia did not and does not belong to Ruthenia 
historically. It belongs to the Slovak nation, as does the rest 
of the territory of Slovakia which has been occupied by the 
Slovaks for at least the past 1500 years. 


WHO SAID IT? 


“THE SLOVAK NATION, one of the oldest Christian nations of 
central Europe, is a distinct ethnic unit. Just as the Czechs are and 
want to remain Czechs, just so the Slovaks are and want to remain 
Slovaks. The history, culture and national traditions of the Slovak 
nation are distinct from the history, culture and national traditions 
of the Czechs. The Slovaks never were, nor are they now, a part of 
the Czech nation. Slovaks here and abroad resent being called ‘Cze- 
choslovaks’.” —- (P. A. Hrobak, Detroit, Mich., 11-18-51) 
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SELF-DETERMINATION FOR SLOVAKIA 
Hon. Edward J. Bonin 


I am very happy to substitute this evening in the place 
of Ambassador Lodge who was originally scheduled to give 
the principal address before this great Conference of the 
Slovak League of America. I consider it an honor and pri- 
vilege that the members of the Slovak League of America 
saw fit to bring your Convention to the capital city of the 
United States which is oftentimes considered as the present 
capital of the world. 


As a Member of Congress from the 11th Congressional 
District of Pennsylvania, I welcome you to this great city 
and I sincerely hope that your deliberations for a free and 
independent Slovakia may soon materialize. 


I have often said before, and I shall continue to say, 
that from the beginning of recorded time the force that 
has propelled civilization onward has been man’s desire for 
freedom and, when that desire fails, the wheels of progress 
cease their turning; but when it is most active, civilization 
makes the most advancement. It seems apparent that the 
desire for freedom has virtually come to a standstill among 
certain elements and nationalities throughout the free world; 
however, the Conference of the Slovak League of America 
clearly demonstrates to the people of the world that the 
burning desire of the Slovak people for freedom, liberty and 
justice has not been extinguished and will never be ex- 
tinguished so long as we have individuals who are ready, 
willing and able to fight for a cause which is right. 


During the last century, the life of the Slovak people 
has been difficult Many of you recall how the Magyars tried 
to engulf them in their internationalistic concept of the Hun- 
garian state and, more recently, your Slovak brothers, the 
Czechs, sought to make the Slovak people disappear. Now 
the present Communist regime in Prague would like to dis- 
solve Slovakia under the banners of the Kremlin. 


The achievement is the complete disintegration of the 
natural will and consciousness of the Slovak people. If this 
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socialistic concept is permitted to continue it will deprive 
the Slovak people of its individuality and national interest 
and pride. 


The cause for which you plead today, just as other 
countries now behind the Iron Curtain yearn for freedom, 
justice and independence after experiencing oppression, pain 
and suffering under foreign government, is the conviction 
that the Slovak people will still preserve their traditional 
ways of life in spite of the ruthless dictators who seek to de- 
stroy them. 


As a member of the Select Committee of the House 
often known as the Baltic Committee, I have heard eye- 
witness accounts of the pain and the suffering, the torture 
and the murder of innocent human beings. We have heard 
from witnesses who went through these trying ordeals —-. 
we have been told of the persecution of the church, the 
clergy, and the people who refused to give up the God- 
given right of worship as they see fit. The Slovak people 
in Europe and in America will never relinquish their right 
to worship as they see fit regardless of how long the oppres- 
sors may keep them enslaved. 


In my work as a Congressman, I have spoken on many 
and many an occasion of the aspirations of the Slovak peo- 
ple for their right of self-determination which was so clearly 
and specifically set forth in the Atlantic Charter. I have 
spoken against the secret treaties entered into at Yalta 
and Teheran. The evil results of these secret agreements 
is causing us trouble and agony today. 


I commend the Slovak people for their valiant fight 
and I shall continue to fight along with you to eliminate the 
Communist threat here and abroad. There is a duty and an 
obligation on our part to see that Slovakia resumes its 
rightful place among the free nations of the world With 
constant prayer, and fervent appeal to Almighty God, I am 
certain that the desires of the Slovak people will eventually 
be accomplished. 
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THE APOSTLES OF BOGUS FEDERALISM 
By Dr. George W. Cesarich 


“There are others, however, who, under the 
guise of a federation, are hiding their out- 
worn concepts which would satisfy their own 
selfish aspirations to power.” — Matus Zvon. 


ile 
Zvon and Federalism 


There is common agreement that the present political 
structure of Europe has become obsolete. Nazism and fas- 
cism had contributed a great deal to the general disinteg- 
ration of European society, but communism and its colla- 
borators in Croatia, Slovakia, Bohemia, Hungary, Serbia, 
Romania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Bulgaria, Poland, Al- 
bania, etc., have almost completely destroyed the old po- 
litical, social, and economic structure in Central and East- 
ern Europe, substituting a centralistic police state for the 
old institutions. 

Among the exiles from that area new principles of or- 
der are being sought and the general trend is definitely 
toward federalism. This fact has not escaped the atten- 
tion of those exiles, who are partly responsible for the pres- 
ent plight of the enslaved Central and Eastern European 
nations; so they are often too ready to pay lip service to 
the “great principle of federalism,’’ however, at the same 
time cleverly scheming to restore their old power positions 
and privileges. They have learned nothing from history, 
and with great vigor propagate again their old, discredited 
political ideas, this time using, however, a new but more 
deceptive phraseology since the old one has positively lost 
its former respectability 

For instance, in the Monthly Bulletin of the Interna- 
tional Peasant Union (No. 4, 1953) we find an article un- 
der the title “Separatism or Unification” by Mr. Matus 
Zvon who, allegedly, is “a newspaperman of Slovak ori- 
gin.” However, by his ideas he is evidently an advocate 
of outworn concepts of Czech and Serbian colonialism and 
hegemony which he very skilfully disguises as ‘‘federal- 
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ism.” At the same time he conducts a vigorous crusade 
against “separatism,’’ which is the usual abusive name fre- 
quently used by Czech and Serbian chauvinists to designate 
Slovak and Croatian movements for national independence. 

In short, Mr. Zvon attempts to spread an antiquated 
“Czechoslovak” and “Yugoslav” propaganda covered with 
the cloak of a respectable federalism, so that his own mot- 
to about those who “are hiding their outworn concepts. un- 
der the guise of federalism” undoubtedly applies to him and 
his ilk. His concepts are basically undemocratic and im- 
perialist in nature because they implicitly deny the right 
to self-determination for the Slovak and Croatian nations 
and, thus, are contrary to the idea of a truly democratic 
federalism. His “federalist” proposals have been made in 
the spirit of the infamous Little Entente which, among 
other things, was an alliance of hegemonists organized 
with the purpose to suppress by force the national libera- 
tion movements of Croats and Slovaks. Genuine federal- 
ism should extend the idea of self-determination of nations 
and not restrict it, as Mr. Zvon desires. Thus Mr. Zvon’s 
case is certainly the case of a typical bogus federalism 
which is used to perpetuate, by using new propaganda slo- 
gans, the oppressor states known as “Czechoslovakia” 
and “Yugoslavia.” 

We agree with Mr. Zvon in his alleged objective of a 
future that would be free of both “Soviet terror and ex- 
ploitation and of the national jealousies, conflicts and bit- 
terness of the prewar past.” We, too, want “peace and 
voluntary cooperation among countries, without dictators 
and secret police.” We know, however, that his objective 
is unattainable if “Czechoslovakia” and “Yugoslavia’’ con- 
tinue to exist. We equally despise the communist or fascist 
form of totalitarianism. We wholeheartedly accept the 
idea of a federation of free nations, as a synthesis of an 
enlightened nationalism and a democratic internationalism, 
which would mean a better future for Central and Eastern 
Europe. But we completely and absolutely disagree with 
Mr. Zvon’s concepts of ‘‘separaticm” and “nationalist sepa- 
ratist movements” which he unjustly condemns as a “child 
of extreme nationalism,” asserting that “if left unchecked, 
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they (the separatist movements) could bring about ‘the 
balkanization of Europe’.” 

As a matter of fact, the term “separatism,’”’ used as a 
“smear’’ term by the Czech and Serbian hegemonists, has 
been extensively used as a weapon in their political and 
economic exploitation of oppressed nationalities, particu- 
larly of Slovaks and Carpatho-Ukrainians in ‘“Czechoslo- 
vakia,”’ and of Croatians, Slovenes, Macedonians, Albanians, 
and Montenegrins in “Yugoslavia.’’ What is more, this term 
has been intentionally given an omnious connotation by 
some hegemonists, and Mr. Zvon is only continu’ng this 
smearing “activity” when painting “separatism” in the 
darkest possible colors. He attacks, in effect, those “bad,” 
“separatist” Croats and Slovaks who want to free them- 
selves from Serbian and Czech patronage resp. and thereby 
intend to destroy such nice, “democratic” states like “Cze- 
choslovakia” and “Yugoslavia,” ie., make an end to Czech 
and Serbian domination. 

Mr. Zvon and the International Peasant Union’s Bul- 
letin evidently believe that those prisons of nations, “Yu- 
goslavia” and “Czechoslovakia,” are some kind of sacred 
cows that should not be touched by anybody else, in order 
to be milked, but only by their Serbian and Czech masters. 
The first and second “Yugoslavia” and “Czechoslovakia” 
have passed very strict laws “for the protection of state” 
directed against “separatism,” and patterned after the 
similar codes, thus making separatism a serious “crime.” 
Some Czech and Serbian agitators in exile are evidently 
unhappy that they are not in a position to apply those laws, 
ie., to ‘liquidate’ freedom-loving Croats, Slovaks, Macedo- 
nians, etc., so they engage in a deceptive propaganda 
against Slovak and Croat “separatism” with arguments 
that could equally apply to those American “separatists” 
who fought for their independence against England, or to 
the French resistance movement fighting the Germans dur- 
ing World War II. 

Mr. Zvon’s description of “‘separatism” has as its pri- 
mary purpose to create a totalitarian scarecrow to be 
feared and condemned in this democratic world of ours. 
He contends that “separatism sees the maximum fulfill- 
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ment of national life only in a sovereign, independent, su- 
preme and ethnically uniform state,” and that “the sepa- 
ratism is a dogma which says that the most perfect and 
supreme form of social life lies in an ethnically uniform 
state.” 

It is relatively easy to criticize separatism if defined 
in this manner. But why did Mr. Zvon omit to say what he 
really had in mind when he spoke about “separatism” ? What 
he actually fights are the movements of an enslaved nation 
for liberation from two evils: communism and foreign yoke. 
He appears to fear the struggle of Croats and Slovaks against 
Serb and Czech colonization which is exactly identical with 
the struggle of American colonists against English colonial- 
ism. For the so-called ‘separatists’ of Mr. Zvon, i.e., the 
Croats and the Slovaks, “separatism” is not “a faith in a 
dogma in an ethnically uniform state” as he misrepresents 
it, because they all know well that a complete ethnical uni- 
formity is out of the question in Central and Eastern Eu- 
rope because of many mixed territories. 

They have never advocated the idea, as he asserts, that 
the national state is the ‘‘supreme form of social life.” How- 
ever, they have become increasingly more aware of the 
fact, confirmed by their historical experience in “Yugosla- 
via” and “Czechoslovakia,” that they can fully develop their 
spiritual, cultural and economic resources only if they are 
free of foreign hegemony, i.e., have their own independent 
state. For them, this state is not an absolute value, or a 
“supreme form of social life,’ but a practical necessity of 
their free and prosperous existence. 

Czech and Serbian propagandists have been desperately 
trying to create the impression that there is something 
wrong with Croat and Slovak struggle for national inde- 
pendence. Therefore, they speak of it as a form of “extreme 
nationalism — chauvinist nationalism — extreme and un- 
cooperative nationalism’ — and even “totalitarian national- 
ism.” This is exactly what Mr. Zvon, too, is doing. Of 
course, he does not have a single word of condemnation for 
Czech and Serbian imperialism, sneering only at the nation 
alism of the oppressed but not the imperialism of their 
oppressors. 
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Evidently, in Mr. Zvon’s opinion, nationalism of small 
and enslaved nations who fight for their freedom and inde- 
pendence is “chauvinistic, extreme,” and ‘intolerant sepa- 
ratism.” But nationalism of those who have ruled in “‘Cze- 
choslovakia” and “Yugoslavia” — of the Czechs, the Serbs, 
and their helpers — is “genuine pariotism” and “creative 
nationalism.” This is the inescapable implication of Mr. 
Zvon’s article that attacks only nationalism of oppressed 
nations labeled as “‘separatism”’ and, at the same time, keeps 
completely silent about the chauvinistic nationalism of 
some of the Czechs and Serbs, and their exploitation of other 
nations. 

Such a ‘federalism’ — as propagated by Mr. Zvon 
which denies to small nations their right to self-determina- 
tion, and also attempts to perpetuate their oppression in 
artifically created states — is undisputably a fraudulent 
and untrue federalism. It would reestablish the old regimes 
which, in national respect, were not much better than the 
communist systems with their phony, centralistic ‘“feder- 
alism.” There is, indeed, an unbridgeable gulf between such 
bogus federalism and a truly democratic federalism. Free- 
dom and federalism are two terms that are inseparable. 
“Yugoslavia” and “Czechoslovakia” cannot exist in freedom, 
because the Croats and the Slovaks are almost unanimously 
opposed to the continued existence of these states. So “Yu- 
goslavia” and “Czechoslovakia” can be kept alive only by 
force and terror. However, a genuine federation cannot be 
created from above and maintained by force and terror, as 
some ‘“Czechoslovaks’” and ‘‘Yugoslavs” would like to do. 
This fact is clearly recognized by Mr. George M. Dimitrov, 
Secretary General of the International Peasant Union, when 
he writes: 

“The attempts to impose federations from above — 
for the purpose of accomodating the interests of governing 
oligarchies and cliques — have not been productive of posi- 
tive results for the nations themselves. Past governments 
have spoken of, and speculated with such schemes only 
when faced with unsurmountable difficulties or as a matter 
of unscrupulous opportunism.” (Liberation and Union, 
Washington, 1952, p. 13.). 
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As an example for his viewpoint, Mr. Dimitrov describes 
“the unification of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes manipulated 
after world War I,” stressing that “it attained no durable 
results because it was imposed from above, ignoring the 
ideas and needs of the peoples involved as well as truly de- 
mocratic procedures.” 


Thus, any federation should be a free union of national 
states, or as Mr. Dimitrov puts it, “a true federation of free 
nations, and not an artificial and from above imposed cre- 
ation.” Therefore, the future European Union, and equally 
any eventual future regional federations, should be built up 
from below and rest on free individual nations, and not on 
artificial oppressor states like “Czechoslovakia” and “Yugo- 
slavia.” This is also the opinion of the President of the Cro- 
atian Peasant Party, Dr. Valdko Macek, who, in the same 
publication (p. 15), invited the exiles “to prepare plans for 
a future Union of Freé National States in Central and 
Southeastern Europe.” In addition, it is important that such 
plans be realized through truly democratic procedures and 
in accordance with the wishes of the respective peoples which 
could be easily ascertained by free plebiscites. 

Having in mind that these ideas are basic for a demo- 
cratic and federalist setup in Central and Eastern Europe, 
we must draw the conclusion that Mr. Zvon’s bogus feder- 
alism is intentionally directed against the subjugated na- 
tions of “Czechoslovakia” and “Yugoslavia.” And we, 
therefore, consider it very unfortunate that his article was 
published in the Bulletin of the International Peasant Union 
which, as a democratic organization, should be an instru- 
ment of freedom and progress and not. a supporter of the 
old regimes. Mr. Zvon must certainly have known that the 
Croatian Peasant Party, which is a member of the Union, 
defends the right of the Croatian people to national inde- 
pendence and, in this sense, is obviously against any “Yu- 
goslavia,” therefore ‘“‘separatist’ in the eyes of Mr. Zvon 
and his kind. This objective of the Croatian Peasant Party 
has been proclaimed on many occasions, Consequently, the 
article attacking ‘“‘separatism” of the Croats and the Slo- 
vaks, and implicitly defending “Yugoslavia” and ‘“‘Czecho- 
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slovakia,” is entirely out of place in the Bulletin of the 
BeP ew: 

If we were not acquainted with the ideas expressed by 
Dr. Macek and Dr. Domitrov, we could easily get the wrong 
impression that the whole International Peasant Union has 
become an instrument for the restoration of the old re- 
gimes in Central and Eastern Europe. The participation in 
the I. P. U. of “Czechoslovak” and ‘“Yugoslav-Serbian” po- 
litical parties (which are exclusively Czech and Serbian 
creations), may only strengthen this impression since it is 
a well-known fact that the names “Czechoslovak” and “Yu- 
goslav” have always been a cover-up for Czech and Serbian 
hegemony. In addition, the real representatives of the Slo- 
vak peasant people, the leaders of the Hlinka Party in exile, 
are not members of the I. P. U. In our opinion, a thorough 
reorganization of the I. P. U. would be necessary if it would 
convince the exiles of all nations that this organization is 
not a hodge-podge assemblage of old politicians imbued with 
old hegemonist concepts, but an organization with new, pro- 
gressive ideas, advocating a truly democratic federalism 
based on free individual nations, and in no way identified 
with the oppressor-states. 

We sincerely believe that a better and more equitable 
international order in Europe can never be founded on the 
bogus federalism propagated by Mr. Zvon and his so-called 
“Czechoslovaks.” In a similar manner, some Chetnik propa- 
gandists of a Greater Serbia speak also of a third, “feder- 
alist’ Yugoslavia. All this is not a solution of national prob- 
lems. On the contrary, the necessary prerequisite for a de- 
mocratic federalized structure in Europe lies, in our opi- 
nion, in the liberation of all subjugated nations from the 
oppression exerted by Moscow, Prague, and Belgrade, and 
the creation of independent national states, including the 
Croat and the Slovak states, which would then freely unite 
in a higher federal union. The representatives of those na- 
tions are progressive and democratic men who are active 
partisans of a genuine federalism, and reject a narrow- 
minded and intolerant nationalism. But they resolutely op- 
pose the bogus federalism of Mr. Zvon, some ‘Czechoslo- 
vaks,” and some “Yugoslavs,” since it would only prolong 
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the sufferings of subjugated nations in the artificial states 
which the Croats and the Slovaks definitely and finally do 


accept as their own. 
ie 


Ripka and Federalism 


Another characteristic example of such a bogus feder- 
alism may be found in the mimeographed book by Mr. Hu- 
bert Ripka (A Federation of Central Europe, New York, 
1953), published at about the same time as Mr. Zvon’s 
article, and probably inspired by the same crowd of political 
exiles. Mr. Ripka pleads for a “federation of existing states,” 
not of nations. He is against any “dismemberment of Yu- 
goslavia and Czechoslovakia.” He asserts that the “dismem- 
berment of one or the other state would cause destructive 
repercussions in the Danubian region and also in the Bal- 
kans.” 

In his opinion, “angry disputes among small, weak 
states would multiply,” and “all efforts to integrate poli- 
tically or economically the quarelling nations would col- 
lapse in the initial stage.” Mr. Ripka says that “Yugosla- 
via, like Czechoslovakia, is esential to Europe, especially 
to East and Central Europe.” He thus disregards the well- 
known facts that the Croats do not want to live in any 
“Yugoslavia,” and that the Slovaks do not want ‘“Czecho- 
slovakia.” Though he recognizes the right of the Ukraine 
to secede from the Russian empire, he nevertheless denies 
the same right of secession to Croatia and Slovakia, thus 
remaining loyal to the old hegemonist alliance of the Czech 
and Serb ruling circles which, for over twenty years, had 
prevented any substantial reforms in “Czechoslovakia” and 
“Yugoslavia,” and so are greatly responsible for the pres- 
ent plight of enslaved nations therein. 


As could have been expected, Mr. Ripka, who, together 
with other Benes Czechs, collaborated with the Commun- 
ists before, during and after World War IJ, and partici- 
pated in the destruction of Slovak national independence, 
rejects the conception of organizing Central and Hastern 
Europe on the basis of nations in contradiction to existing 
states. Like Mr. Zvon, he too contends that “its realization 
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would result in the balkanization of the whole East Central 
Europe,” and for full measure he adds some shallow 
phrases about “grave and sometimes insoluble conflicts” 
which would allegedly prevent “higher integration.” Mr. 
Ripka transcends, however, into the world of Aesop’s fa- 
bles when he attempts to put over the idea that ‘“Czecho- 
slovakia and Yugoslavia were not artificial creations of 
Versailles diplomacy, but were, on the contrary, organic 
results of the historical evolution.” Of course, he forgets 
to mention the Pittsburgh Agreement between the Slovaks 
and the Czechs which was so shamefully violated by the 
Czech ruling circles, and he disregards the undeniable fact 
that the Croats have never accepted “Yugoslavia” in a 
free election or a free plebiscite! 

Mr. Ripka even ventures to make the statement that 
“a positive policy, intended to create a better organization 
of Central Europe in the future, after the fall of Soviet 
domination, must be based therefore upon the existing 
states which correspond to national needs and aspirations 
of the nations concerned”; thus he regards the relation- 
ships between Czechs and Slovaks and those between 
Serbs and Croats, as ‘a matter of internal politics.” 


May be that “Czechoslovakia” and ‘Yugoslavia’ cor- 
respond to “national needs and aspirations” (to exploita- 
tion) of the Benes Czechs and Serbian “Yugoslavs,” but it 
is not true that these states have never corresponded to 
the national needs and aspirations of the Croat and Slo- 
vak nations. On the contrary, these nations will do every- 
thing possible to dismember the states which they intense- 
ly despise, and create their own states in order to be mas- 
ters of their own destiny. As to the “balkanization of Hu- 
rope,’ this term can only mean the use of pretense and 
deceit in relations between the nations It is an indisput- 
able fact that these were and still are the methods used 
by some Czech and Serbian hegemonists against the en- 
slaved nations. Therefore, only these hegemonists are the 
ones who are responsible for this strange, new phenome- 
non called the “balkanization of Europe” which came into 
existence only after the creation of “Yugoslavia” and 
“Czechoslovakia.” 
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Evidently, the ideology of Mr. Ripka and the Benes 
Czechs, as explained in their publications, conclusively 
proves that they would like to continue the exploitation 
of the small but courageous Slovak nation in a third “Cze- 
choslovakia,” and, since the case of “Yugoslavia” is a 
very similar one, they have been continuously inventing 
flimsy arguments to effect the subjugation of both the 
Croats and the Slovaks. There is nothing peculiar about 
it when a member of the Benes imperialist ruling clique 
does not recognize the right to freedom and independence 
to other nations, and when he arrogantly attacks Slovak 
and Croat “separatists’’ (again that disparaging word) 
and their national movements, since it would be strange 
if it were otherwise. There already are, however, many 
progressive Czechs who, like the Czech Lt. Colonel F. O. 
Miksche, in the spirit of a true federalism and genuine 
mutual cooperation say that only bad Czechs and bad Slo- 
vaks can be ‘Czechoslovaks.’”’ (And we say accordingly 
that only bad Croats and bad Serbs can be ‘“Yugoslavs’’). 

The principles of a truly democratic federalism, based 
on independent and free nations, has been gaining more 
and more ground. Politics makes for strange bedfellows, 
however, and the propagandists of the old regime and po- 
litical status quo find a supporter in an unexpected quar- 
ter. A former Hungarian Minister to Paris, Mr Paul Auer 
(Liberation and Union, p 20), has a nightmare that “the 
efforts of certain national groups (as the Slovaks and 
Croats) to achieve greater independence than they have 
enjoyed up to now, also show the need for a federal system 
in Southeastern Europe, because if these people were to 
achieve their aims, we would be faced by a still greater 
number of small states in this area with even less power 
to resist outside pressure.” May be this is another form of 
bogus federalism that fears freedom and independence of 
enslaved nation and does not comprehend that this is an 
absolutely necessary prerequisite for a free federal union. 

Mr. Ripka boldly asserts, without any proof, that a dis- 
memberment of “Yugoslavia” would make impossible any 
organization of the Danubian area and the Balkans. This 
sounds in our ears like an argument for feeble-minded per- 


SLOVAKIA 71 


sons, since a solid and lasting political organization must 
be based on freedom, and freedom cannot be coupled, as 
experience teaches, with the existence of the artificial cre- 
ations of Versailles. In fact, the first “Yugoslavia” was 
kept together only by force and terror, and consequently 
easily disintegrated in the first storm. The same was the 
case with “Czechoslovakia” which fell without any resist- 
ance. “Yugoslavia” was created against the will of the 
Croatian people; the Croats always regarded it as a pri- 
son of nations and gave a helping hand to destroy that 
prison. They will do it again with Tito’s “Yugoslavia,” or 
any other “Yugoslavia,’”’ when the occasion arises. 

In “Czechoslovakia,” the Slovaks wanted first their 
autonomy, and when this was denied to them, their inde- 
pendence. They were not interested in defending a state 
which was a cleverly disguised hegemony over them and 
the Carpatho-Ukrainians, despite the fact that millions 
were spent abroad to propagandize that state as a “bas- 
tion of democracy.” 

“Yugoslavia” and “Czechoslovakia” did not solve na- 
tional problems. If anything, they for a time only suc- 
ceeded to suppress them. But, in addition, they have cre- 
ated many new problems that did not exist earlier; among 
other things, they have certainly increased the amount of 
mutual intolerance and hatred among their component 
parts. The organization of that area on the basis of inde- 
pendent nations in a true federal union is the only alter- 
native to the “Czechoslovak” and “Yugoslav” failures. This 
union would, in accordance with the wishes of the people, 
bring about a democratic political structure, and simul- 
taneously increase cooperation and tolerance among the 
respective nations. 

Let us make clear that the opposition to ‘“Czechoslo- 
vakia” and “Yugoslavia” by the Slovaks and Croats and 
Macedonians, is not the opposition of a small group of 
“separatists,” as some colonialists would like the public to 
believe, but the opposition of the overwhelming majority 
of the respective nations. In our recently published book 
(Croatia and Serbia, why is their peaceful separation a 
European necessity?, Croatia Cultural Publishing Center, 
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4851 Drexel Blvd., Chicago 15, Illinois), we have proven 
beyond any reasonable doubt that today all the Croats 
unanimously advocate the separation of Croatia and Ser- 
bia, i.e., the dismemberment of Yugoslavia, and that this 
solution is in the interest of a lasting European settle- 
ment and peace in that area. 

As to the Slovaks, it is a well-known fact that a great 
majority of them is today for an independent Slovak state, 
and that only some of their renegades are in the camp of 
the so-called ‘“Czechoslovaks.” In face of such energetic 
opposition to Czech and Serb schemes, of which Mr. Ripka 
is certainly aware, a third “Czechoslovakia,” and a third 
“Yugoslavia,’’ could be established and maintained only by 
undemocratic and dictatorial processes, i.e., by deceit, ter- 
ror, and violence. Left momentarily without power to do 
anything else, the exiled Benes ‘‘Czechoslovaks” and the 
Serbian “Yugoslavs’”’ use deceit as their most potent wea- 
pon in the effort to effect their Greater Czech and Greater 
Serbian plans, engaging in a false and deceitful propa- 
ganda against the Croat and Slovak “separatists.” 


Freedom first, then Federalization 


There is no doubt in our mind that the organization of 
Central and Eastern Europe on the basis of existing states, 
as propagated by Mr. Ripka, Mr. Zvon and Company, is 
contrary to the democratic principle of self-determination 
of nations. Its realization would clearly mean the restora- 
tion of the old, discredited regimes, but the fight for na- 
tional freedom on the part of enslaved nations would con- 
tinue inside the states. A third “Czechoslovakia” and a 
third “Yugoslavia” could be established only in the spirit of 
balkanization; deception, terror and suppression would be 
even more emphasized because, in the meantime, the en- 
slaved nations have increased their determination to find 
an exit from those oppressor-states. 

In contrast to this hegemonist spirit, we propose the 
national questions to be solved on the generally acceptable 
democratic principle of self-determination of nations. The 
Slovaks, Croats, Macedonians, and Slovenes have the right 
to choose freely their own form of government, and to 


SLOVAKIA 73 


live in their own independent states like any other nation. 
“Czechoslovakia” and ‘Yugoslavia,’ therefore, cannot ex- 
ist as free and democratic states since the nations forcibly 
included in them do not want them. So they necessarily 
must be either open dictatorships, or at least pseudode- 
mocracies based on a bogus federalism. 

A truly democratic “Yugoslavia” and a truly democra- 
tie “Czechoslovakia” are today as unconceivable as a 
square circle or a round square; true democracy must in- 
evitably lead to the dissolution of these oppressor-states. 

Thus an orderly, democratic and equitable reorgani- 
zation of Central and Eastern Europe presupposes that its 
nations are first liberated, forming their own independent 
states and, then, as a second step, establish federal unions 
among themselves. This means of course that further in- 
dependent units must be created, ie., a free Slovenia, a 
free Croatia, a free Slovakia, a free Macedonia, a free 
Montenegro, which may then freely select the form and di- 
rection of their participation in a federal union. These 
states though small are capable of an independent exist- 
ence, despite the perfidious propaganda slogans of some of 
the “experts” who deny the right of small nations to a free 
existence with the flimsy arguments about their “small- 
ness,’ evidently forgetting that Denmark, Holland, Lux- 
emburg, Belgium, Finland, Albania, etc., are also small 
but, nevertheless, have proven their ability to live an in- 
dependent life. 

For a typical hegemonist like Mr. Ripka the idea that 
Slovaks and Croats may acquire their freedom appears to 
be a horrible nightmare, but for all freedom-loving indi- 
viduals, this is the only equitable solution of national prob- 
lems in that part of Europe. This is not atomization of 
Europe, or its balkanization; this is mutual cooperation 
on the basis of freedom and a genuine democratic feder- 
alism. 

Therefore, the existing states, “Czechoslovakia” and 
“Yugoslavia,” which evidently do not correspond to na- 
tional needs and aspirations of their inhabitants, must be 
dissolved in the interest of a just national settlement and 
general peace. After the existence of independent Slovak 
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and Croatian states, irrespective of the conditions sur- 
rounding their coming into existence and their forms of 
government, the relations between Czechs and Slovaks, 
and between Serbs and Croats, are not “internal questions” 
any more, though Mr. Ripka would prefer such a formula 
in order that Benes Czechs could continue to dominate 
the Slovaks without any foreign interference as they did 
in the past. Hence these questions are today international 
questions; they are concerned with the relations between 
nations with their own state ideas. 


The right to self-determination is not a ruse, as Mr. 
Ripka alleges, but a democratic right which should not be 
reserved only for the Czechs and the Serbs, but should 
apply also for other cultured and freedom-loving nations. 
The old combination of Czech and. Serbian ruling circles has 
for a long time succeeded in suppressing the will of sub- 
jugated nationalities and nations for their independence. 
These ruling circles are now desperately trying to con- 
tinue this practice under the cover of a bogus federalism. 
They have not changed a bit, they have remained stable 
in their insane cravings to rule other nations. 

This may be clearly recognized in various interna- 
tional and exile organizations where the same old hege- 
monist crowd insists on its old “Czechoslovak” and “Yu- 
goslav’’ deceptions, maintaining the fictions of a “Czecho- 
slovak” and a “Yugoslav” unity, which is not acceptable 
to Slovaks and Croats. For instance, the Benes Czechs have 
created a ‘Czechoslovak’? Committee, without any repre- 
sentation of the national Slovaks (including, however, 
some dubious Slovaks who represent only themselves and 
not the wishes of their people). The well-known fact is, 
however, that the Slovak nation desires its national inde- 
pendence, and, therefore, a ‘‘Czechoslovak” Committee is 
an obvious deception (and so are all “Czechoslovak” po- 
litical parties), established for the purpose to secure the 
hegemony of the Czech “master race’’. over the Slovaks. 
The “Voice of America,” ‘Radio Free Europe,” and simi- 
lar organizations, are under the influence of the same old 
politicians who cherish hegemonism. For instance, the 
“Bulletin” (Pregled) in Croatian, published by the Na- 
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tional Committee for a Free Europe, has been edited by a 
Slovenian “Yugoslav,” a former member of the semi-fas- 
cist and dictatorial Belgrade governments which systema- 
tically persecuted the Croatian people. All this despite the 
fact that there are many able Croatian journalists in this 
country. This is a deliberate insult to all Croatians, but 
numerous Croatian representations that were made to end 
this scandal remained without any success. The old hege- 
monist crowd is seemingly much stronger than all the ap- 
peals to reason and political decency 

In the “Voice of America,’ the Croatian language has 
not been recognized, and some Serbian chauvinists broad- 
cast to Croatia in a tongue which sounds impossible for 
Croatian ears. In this case, also, numerous Croatian pro- 
tests produced no results. In the Christian-Democratic 
Union, some Slovenian ‘‘Yugoslavs” speak in the name of 
“Yugoslavia,” having no authorization whatsoever from 
the Croats to do so. 

The Slovaks, too, have had the same experiences with 
all these and similar organizations. 

In this sense, all those individuals who speak in the 
name of the “Czechoslovaks” and “Yugoslavs’” show prac- 
tically every day just what is their real concept of free- 
dom and equality, and what they understand under “fed- 
eralism.” They have been continually using the old me- 
thods of domination and deception, which they so suc- 
cessfully employed in the first “Yugoslavia” and ‘‘Czecho- 
slovakia,” paying lip service to “freedom, democracy and 
equality,” but having in mind only the restoration of their 
old power positions. As a matter of fact, they do not fight 
for a free Europe, but only for a Europe without freedom 
for enslaved nations. It is only unfortunate that some 
American organizations and individuals naively support 
such basically undemocratic and imperialist politicians. 

Mr. Ripka, Mr. Zenkl, and their ilk, had a wonderful 
opportunity to show the working of their federalism when 
they were in power in first and second “Czechoslovakia.” 
However, at that time their “federalism” consisted of an 
extreme centralism, of the oppression of the Slovak na- 
tion, of persecutions and terror. Who could be so naive to 
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believe that their “federalism” would be any different in 
the future, particularly if we consider that they even now, 
in exile, believe the same way as they did before, de- 
nying the right of small enslaved nations to their free- 
dom. The same applies to the Serbian and Slovenian “Yu- 
goslavs” who possess the same arrogant mentality as. 
the “Ozechoslovaks.” 

There can be no doubt that the hegemonist crowd has. 
accepted the slogan of federalism only to deceive the 
world about their real intentions. But we do not see that 
they can ever return to power. They have missed the boat. 
They have had their chances to create democratic federal 
structures in “Czechoslovakia” and ‘Yugoslavia.’ Instead 
they ruled dictatorially, disregarding completely the wishes 
of the oppressed, and thus increasing the power of centri- 
fugal forces. Ripka and the Benes Czechs missed the boat 
even twice. Their principles of political order have failed 
miserably and, therefore, new ones are necessary. In a 
shameful collaboration with the Communists, the Benes 
Czechs have destroyed Slovak independence and put to 
death many Slovak patriots, among them the great Slovak 
president, Monsignor Tiso. Slovaks will never forget that. 
So we are sure that the Slovak nation will seize the first 
opportunity to dismember Czecho-Slovakia and reestab- 
lish its own state 

The same will be done by the Croats in the Commun- 
ist Greater Serbian Yugoslavia. 

These are the realities of contemporary Europe, while 
the hegemonist plans of Mr. Zvon, Mr. Ripka, and similar 
hegemonists, also their bogus federalism, must inevitably 
end in the disposal containers of history. The time of colo- 
nialism, as in Africa so in Europe, has definitely passed. 
Czech and Serb colonialisia, under the cloak of a bogus 
federalism, must end in defeat. After the inevitable disin- 
tegration of Communism, the enslaved nations of Eastern 
and Central Europe will shake off the yokes of Moscow, 
Belgrade and Prague, and establish their own independent 
states which will freely cooperate in a spirit of a truly 
democratic federalism, entering into federal unions as free, 
independent, democratic and equal nations. 
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We Croats will certainly destroy any attempt to cre- 
ate a third “Yugoslavia,” and we firmly believe that our 
old friends, the Slovaks, will do the same with respect to 
“Czechoslovakia.” The Croats and the Slovaks would not 
be worthy to exist as free nations, if they permitted again 
the hypocritical hegemonist schemers and apostles of a 
bogus federalism to subdue them in the artificial oppres- 
sor-states. 


There can be no free Europe without free European 
nations. There can be no equitable settlement in Europe 
and no free European or regional union, without an inde- 
pendent Slovak state, without an independent Croatian 
state, without a free Macedonia, without a free Slovenia. 
The dissolution of “Czechoslovakia” and “Yugoslavia” is, 
therefore, an absolutely indispensable condition for a true 
and genuine federalist structure of the European con- 


tinent. 
e e * 


WHO SAID IT? 


“Today more than ever before, I cannot stop believing 
that a free and independent Czecho-Slovakia can exist only 
in Europe that is brought to balance, where the West and 
Russia find a proper agreement to collaborate. Even the 
events of February 1948 could not shake me from this con- 
viction, which remains the basis of my whole conception of 
national politics.” — Dr. Hubert Ripka, FIGARO, Paris, 
April 4, 1949. 

e e e 

“November 7, 1917, is the day that is marked in his- 
tory as the beginning of a new era, which sought the guar- 
antee of happiness to mankind by means of a new method 
of equalling differences among people and thus achieving 
contentment on earth. Today it is still too early from that 
epochal occasion to judge objectively the consequences of 
that great deed. One thing, however, is certain: it was the 
beginning of an enormous process full of ideas born of ideal- 
ism.” — (Dr. Joseph Lettrich, Vice-Chairman of the Execu- 
tive Committee of the “Council of Free Czechoslovakia,” 
NOVE PRUDY, November 18, 1945). 
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HOW THE COMMUNISTS SEIZED POWER IN SLOVAKIA 


(STATEMENT BY PHILIP A. HROBAK, PRESIDENT OF THE SLO. 
VAK LEAGUE OF AMERICA AND EDITOR OF THE JEDNOTA, 
OFFICIAL ORGAN OF THE FIRST CATHOLIC SLOVAK UNION, 
MADE BEFORE THE KERSTEN COMMITTEE ON COMMUNIST 
AGGRESSION, IN THE COUNTY COURT HOUSE, MILWAUKEE, 
FRIDAY AFTERNOON, OCTOBER 22, 1954) 


If there is a nation in the world today that really is 
anti-Communist, that nation. is the Slovak nation. It is a 
matter of historical record that the Slovaks have fought 
the plague of materialistic. Communism consistently and 
persistently, in and out of season, for over a hundred 
years. : 

Louis Stur, champion of democracy and Slovak free- 
dom, repudiated the godless, materialistic philosophy of 
Marx in 1849. In his book “SLOVANSTVO A SVET BU- 
DUCNOSTI” (Slavdom and the World of the Future), writ- 
ten in 1849 but published after his death in 1856, he wrote: 


“In every instance Communism means the col- 
lapse and the destruction of the State. Communism 
arrived at this aim through atheism and apostacy from 
Christianity. In every form of Communism, no matter 
what its origin, the outlook on life is gloomy, lacking 
every tender joy. It brings the most cruel slavery. 
Communism, let it strive and pretend in any manner 
whatsoever that it will make all peoples share in all 
rights, nevertheless, knows nothing about humanity; 
it degrades humanity and because it holds to systems 
that are impractical and unrealizable, it belongs among 
the most stupid innovations that have thus far been 
created by the human mind.” 


In 1905, at its very first session, the newly organized 
Hlinka Slovak Peoples Party, did not hesitate to condemn 
Communism. Fourteen years later, in 1919, when Czecho- 
Slovakia was already established, General Milan R.- Stefa- 
nik, Slovak hero of World War I and one of the founders 
of Czecho-Slovakia cautioned T. G. Masaryk and Edward 
Benes not to flirt with Communism, not to make any 
compromises with the Bolsheviks. Stefanik was in Russia 
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during 1918-1919 and saw Communism at work first hand. 
In February, he sent a telegram to Masaryk in Prague 
which said: “To flirt with Bolshevist tendencies would be 
comparable to foresaking the path of honor and sanity. 
The fight against Bolshevism in all its manifestations must 
prevail in our politics.” 


Andrew Hlinka, fearless champion of Slovak freedom 
and founder and head of the Slovak Peoples Party, fought 
Communism and Communists all his life. So did Martin 
Razus, head of the Slovak National Party and distin- 
guished poet. Finally, Dr. Joseph Tiso, president and mar- 
tyr of the Slovak Republic, exhorted his Slovak people 
to persevere in its fight against the dread plague of Com- 
munism even as he was being led to the gallows on April 
18, 1947, by order of the Communist-dominated National 
Front government of the Benes-Gottwald coalition. 


Up to the creation of Czecho-Slovakia in 1918, mate- 
rialistic Communism could not gain a foothold among the 
Slovaks. After the Bolshevik group headed by Bela Kun 
seized the government in Hungary, his Red horde’ invaded 
southern Slovakia, murdering thousands of innocent peo- 
ple and pillaging their lands. This only steeled the Slovaks 
in their determination to fight Communism and Com- 
munists, 


In the early years of the Czecho-Slovak Republic, the 
Prague Government sent some 200,000 “progressive and 
liberal-minded” Czechs to Slovakia to take over various 
government posts, educational positions and other tasks. 
Their main objective, however, was to make Czechs out 
of Slovaks. It was then that leftist tendencies began to 
take hold among some of the intelligentsia. The Commun- 
ist Party, however, had pretty rough going among the 
Slovaks, who were traditionally deeply religious and op- 
posed to the godless philosophy of Marx. Up to Munich, 
1938, the Communist Party never represented more than 
10 per cent of the electorate in Slovakia. We must not 
forget, however, that the Czechs in Slovakia represented 
about 15 per cent of the electorate. It was the Czech group 
that gave the greatest support to Communists in Slovakia. 
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After Munich and the cowardly resignation of presi- 
dent Edward Benes, Slovakia was granted autonomy by 
the Prague Parliament. The government of the Slovak 
State was in Christian democratic hands. The Communist 
Party was outlawed in Slovakia in 1938 by the Slovak Gov- 
ernment. Of course, the Reds worked underground, keep- 
ing their contacts with Moscow and, later, with the Lon- 
don government of Dr. Edward Benes. 


When Benes concluded the so-called ‘“Czechoslovak- 
Soviet” Treaty on December 12, 1943, the Slovaks knew 
definitely that not only they, but even the Czechs were 
formally sold out to the Kremlin. Benes had always been 
pro-Soviet and admitted it openly. So did his followers, 
the Czech National Socialists (The Czech Nazis). The Slo- 
vaks opposed his policy consistently and resolutely even in 
the Prague Parliament, declaring that such a policy even. 
tually would bring ruin and Red enslavement to the peoples 
of Czecho-Slovakia. But the Slovaks were in a minority, so 
the policy of Benes and his followers, supported by other 
Czech leftist parties and the Slovak Agrarians, the so- 
called “‘Czechoslovaks” (Slovaks in the pay of the Czechs), 
prevailed. 

In 1943, Moscow parachuted Soviet partisan leaders 
into Slovakia to create incidents, to spread terror and con- 
fusion among the population of central Slovakia. Com- © 
munists, led by Schmidke and Husak, and the Slovak Agra- 
rians, led by Dr. Joseph Lettrich, and assuming the name 
of Slovak “Democrats,” got together on Christmas Day, 
1943, and concluded an agreement to collaborate as closely 
as possible in all things with the USSR in the spirit of the 
Benes-Soviet Treaty of December 12, 1943. 

And they did. 

They planned and executed the Communist-inspired 
Slovak uprising in August, 1944, which they misnomered 
the “Slovak National Uprising,” in order to make the 
world believe that the whole Slovak nation revolted against 
its government to destroy its own Republic. The terroristic 
acts of the partisans brought the German Army into Slo- 
vakia, and terror and destruction, and mass murders and 
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mass graves. Some 70,000 Slovaks were kiiled. The Com- 
munist revolt of August, 1944, prepared the ground for the 
Communists to take over key posts in Slovakia in 1945 
and, later, In February 1948, the entire Government of 
Czecho-Slovakia. 

Benes was recognized by both the United Nations and 
the USSR. The Slovaks, completely abandoned, were help- 
less; their situation desperate. The victorious United Na- 
tions were not at all interested in the political will of the 
Slovak Nation. Benes and his Moscow-created government 
had all the say in 1945, they controlled the press and radio, 
Slovakia was wantonly destroyed. The Communist-dom- 
inated National Front government wasted no time in Slo- 
vakia. The Slovak National Council — a 50-50 coalition of 
Communists and Lettrich ‘“Democrats” — nationalized 
churches, ecclesiastical schools and institutions, confis- 
cated properties, set up a concentration camp and “peo- 
ple’s” courts to mete out “justice” to all who opposed the 
regime, that is Benes, the Communists and the USSR. A 
wave of ruthless, brutal persecution of all anti-Commun- 
ist element ensued. Over® 130,000 were placed under ar- 
rest, tens of thousands were deported, disfranchised and 
dispossessed, and hundreds were murdered. 

In 1946 the vast masses of the Slovak people had little 
choice in the elections held in May. In 1945 only two poli- 
tical parties were allowed to organize in Slovakia by the 
Benes government: the old Communist Party and the old 
Agrarian Party; the latter, however, had to change its 
name to the “Democratic” Party, because the Agrarian 
Party had been outlawed in Czech lands. Two other parties 
were allowed to form just prior to the elections of 1946 
by the Communist-dominated Prague government which 
were supposed to weaken the “‘Democrats’” and, therefore 
strengthen the position of the Communists. The ruse, how- 
ever, failed. The Slovaks could vote for the Lettrich “De- 
mocrats,” or for the Communists who held the upper hand 
in Slovakia. The overwhelming majority of the Slovak 
people, which was Catholic (about 85 per cent), was not 
allowed to organize a political party. Being advised and 
instructed by their religious and political leaders, the Slovak 
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Catholics voted for the Lettrich “Democrats” — after an 
agreement had been reached by the leaders of the Catholics 
and the “Democrats.” Doing so, they reckoned, they chose the 
lesser of two evils. The Communists were beaten decisive- 
ly; they received only 30 per cent of the votes cast, while 
the “Democrats” poled 62 per cent. The difference would 
have been still greater if thousands of Slovaks had not 
been disfranchised; jailed and intimidated; and if the army, 
the partisans and imported Czech Reds had not been al- 
lowed to vote in Slovakia. In the Czech lands (Bohemia, 
Moravia and Silesia), where the Prague government had 
allowed four parties to exist, the Communists and Socialists 
came out on top (over 54 per cent). 

The Lettrich “Democrats” won the elections in Slova- 
kia in 1946, but the Communists continued to hold on to the 
key positions; of course, with the blessing of Moscow and 
the Communist-dominated National Front Government of 
Prague. The Slovaks proved themselves courageous and 
valiant in voting against the Communists, but it availed 
them nothing. The Lettrich “Democrats” lacked the cour- 
age and fight; their spineless leaders conveniently forgot 
the working agreement with the Catholics; and yielded 
to the Communists on practically every score. So the Com- 
munists ran Slovakia the way they wanted to, oppressing 
and suppressing all non-Communist elements ruthlessly. 
True it is that the “Democrats” protested weakly on oc- 
casions, but nothing more, even though they did have the 
backing of the overwhelming majority of the Slovak peo- 
ple. They were gradually awakening to what collaboration 
with the Communists means. They were partners in the 
National Front and the Slovak National Council; they had 
agreed to collaborate closely with the Reds. And the Reds 
had only one purpose: to make Slovakia and then the whole 
of Czecho-Slovakia subservient to them and to Moscow. If 
the “Democrats” balked or tried to back out, they could 
very easily be labeled “enemies” of the State and the Na- 
tional Front, according to the decrees and regulations 
which they had formulated with the Communists, and 
which they used against all so-called ‘‘Fascist and Nazi” 
elements, meaning, of course, anti-Communist elements 
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with the Communists, until the Reds threw them out. 

Dr. Eward Benes, president of the Czecho-Slovak Re- 
public, resigned in 1938 and fled his country during its 
worst crisis, congratulating his successor, who was elected 
in his place according to the Constitution of Czecho-Slo- 
vakia. Later he reappointed himself president again and, 
by the grace of Stalin, returned as such with his Moscow- 
formed government behind the Red Army. This, I be- 
lieve, is without precedent in history. Benes became presi- 
dent again, but only at a price, a very high price — the 
sell-out of the Slovaks and the Czechs to the men of the 
Kremlin, Stalin did no favors for nothing. The Slovaks and 
the Czechs at home had no voice in the matter. 

As a result of Benes’s pro-Soviet policy, nothing else 
could have happened in Czecho-Slovakia except what did 
happen on February 25, 1948. Such and only such can be 
the conclusion of all thoroughly informed observers. Mos- 
cow and her stooges had a “sure thing” in Czecho-Slovakia; 
they simply could not miss Benes and his Czech Socialists, 
supported by their stooges in Slovakia, the “Czechoslovaks”’ 
or Lettrich “Democrats” — the traitors of the Slovak na- 
tion — had prepared the way and, hence, are responsible 
for the sell-out of the Czech and Slovak nations to the 
ruthless men of the Kremlin. 

Benes and his political entourage firmly believed that 
collaboration between the USSR and Czecho-Slovakia was 
not only feasible, but highly desirable; that peaceful co- 
existence with the Reds was possible without the loss of 
freedoms and rights. And they promoted that policy to the 
bitter end. 

Czecho-Slovakia ended up just as did the other coun- 
tries whose political leaders thought they could collabo- 
rate with Communists and the USSR, form coalition gov- 
ernments with them, and still preserve their independence, 
freedoms and rights. Moscow and its stooges deeply appre- 
ciated all such collaborations and rewarded all collabora- 
tors in the customary Red fashion — it liquidated them, 
proving again that Communism devours its own children. 
Many Slovak Communists and Lettrich “Democrats” have 
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already paid for their folly and the ruinous pro-Soviet 
policy of Dr. Edward Benes with their lives. Many more 
languish in prisons, concentration camps and forced labor 
camps — the very same institutions they helped the Com- 
munists to establish. 

The Communists were able to seize Slovakia not be- 
cause they had the support of the vast masses of the 
Slovak people, but despite the fact that the overwhelming 
majority of the Slovak nation opposed them. And, in fact, 
still opposes them today. The victorious United Nations 
did not respect the will of the Slovak nation, in fact, were 
not even interested in ascertaining the will of the Slovaks. 
They did, however, respect the will of Benes and his Czech 
Socialists, who, in the end, brought ruin and Red enslave- 
ment even on their own Czech nation. Slovakia was, there- 
fore, sold out to the Reds by Benes and the victorious 
United Nations whose favor and confidence he enjoyed. 
Slovakia is ruled by force and violence — the Communist 
system. 

The lesson of Slovakia, and then that of Czecho-Slo- 
vakia should be repeated over and over again so that it 
might be learned thoroughly. Peaceful coexistence with the 
USSR, the Communist world, is strictly a myth. To give it 
credence would be folly. Collaboration with Communists 
and the USSR means, in the end, a brutal suppression of 
all freedoms and rights and Red enslavement. 

e * es 


WHO SAID IT? 


“With equal enthusiasm we are today manifesting for 
the ideals of our, and only our, Czechoslovak Democracy, 
which is on its way of development to a new people’s 
form. . . . The unreserved alliance with our Eastern neigh- 
bor, with the mighty USSR, but also our friendly contacts 
with the rest of the world, especially with our western de- 
mocracies, gives us the feeling of certainty that no matter 
what might happen abroad, our international position is 
firm and we need not fear that we can come upon new dan- 
gers and difficulties.” (Dr. Joseph Lettrich, Vice-Chairman 
of the Executive Committee of the “Council of Free Czecho- 
slovakia,’ CAS, November 18, 1947). 
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PROFILE ON AN EXILE POLITICIAN 
By Kurt Glaser 


The Communist strategy for seizing central Europe af- 
ter World War II was that of the “popular front.”’ So long 
as substantial U. S. forces remained on the Continent an 
apparent share of power was allowed to “non-Communist 
liberals.” The appearance of out-and-out Communist gov- 
ernments might have led the United States to reverse its 
policy of withdrawal and demobilization. 

As the time became ripe, first in Rumania, then in Po- 
land and Hungary and finally in Czecho-Slovakia, the “liber- 
als’ were eased out of office. Those who fled to the U. S. 
Zone of Germany were given asylum without too many 
questions asked. Politicians of rank were airlifted to Wash- 
ington, where many are now unofficial or paid consultants 
in connection with various “psychwar’’ operations. 

One of the most active exiles from Czecho-Slovakia is 
Dr. Hubert Ripka, former Minister of Foreign Trade, who 
came west in March 1948. In 1949, the State Department 
permitted him the leading role in choosing exile politicians 
to be flown from Paris at American expense to form the 
“Council of Free Czechoslovakia.” As a member of the 
Council’s Executive Committee until recently, Ripka has re- 
ceived a monthly salary from the Free Europe Committee, 
which obtains much of its funds from Government sources. 
He is also a professor at the New School of Social Research 
in New York. He has spoken more than once over Radio 
Free Europe, and there is no doubt that his friends wield a 
potent influence in that broadcasting network. 

No comment is made or suggested concerning Dr. Rip- 
ka’s attitude toward Communism. Instead, let us review 
the facts of his political career. 

Dr. Hubert Ripka achieved some prominence aS a 
journalist before the war. In 1935 he conducted a group of 
Czech newsmen in the Soviet Union. From then until 1938 
he was assistant editor of the magazine Praha-Moskva, 
devoted to Czechoslovak-Soviet friendship. 

After Hitler occupied Prague in March 1939, Ripka 
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went to Paris, where he became a spokesman of former 
President Benes, who was working toward a political come- 
back in exile. In November of that year, he took charge of 
the information program of the “Czechoslovak National 
Committee” with headquarters at 50-52 Avenue de la 
Bourdonnais. 

Ripka’s personal secretary in Paris was the known 
Communist Mrs. Hilda Matouskova. One of his chief as- 
sistants was the Communist agent Otto Katz-Suchy, alias 
Andre Simone, late of Hollywood, Prague and points east. 
After a while, the French police became interested in 
Katz-Simone, and he disappeared, to turn up later in Mexi- 
co. Guenther Reinhardt (Crime Without Punishment) 
links Katz with the 1943 murder of the anti-Communist Car- 
lo Tresca in New York. 


Pro-Soviet Policies During World War II 

The “Czechoslovak National Committee” and the 
“Ozechoslovak Democratic Government” in London which 
succeeded it followed a consistently pro-Soviet policy. De- 
scribing this policy during the 1939-1941 Soviet-Nazi colla- 
boration, Ripka himself states: 

“Since, in the new situation, it was impossible to collaborate 
officially with the Soviet Union, we...did nothing which might pre- 
judice or prevent the renewal of cooperation at the earliest possible 
moment; I need only recall how strongly our attitude contrasted 
with that of many others during the Soviet-Finnish war, Moreover, 
even in that period, there was no interruption of the personal con- 
tacts and exchanges of information between ourselves and important 
Soviet representatives in London, Paris, Washington and elsewhere.” 
(East and West, London 1944, p. 34) 

Having joined Benes in London in 1940, Dr. Ripka be- 
came Minister of Information of the ‘‘Government” in 
exile. His Ministry had close working relations with the 
Czecho-Slovak section of the British Broadcasting Com- 
pany. This was headed by the Slovak Communist Vavro 
Hajdu, another member being Oto Biheler, later expelled 
from the United States for espionage under cover of di- 
plomatic immunity. 

Ripka often broadcast over BBC. Here is what he said 
on November 7, 1942 over that network: 


“|. The Russian November Revolution not only increased the 
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strength of the Russian Soviet state, it also raised to greater heights 
than ever before the standard of civilization, culture and living of 
the wide masses of the Soviet peoples... 

“Bolshevism is a super-national ideal, an eternal ideal, a human 
ideal, an ideal which has kindled the minds of the noblest of men 
from the time of Plato and through the Christian era, through the 
French Revolution and until today... Just as the French Revolu- 
tion strove to realize the ideal of freedom, so did the Russian 
Revolution try to realize the ideal of equality.” 

Dr. Hubert Ripka was also Deputy Foreign Minister. 
Since Minister Jan Masaryk ran his ministry with a no- 
toriously loose hand, Ripka really managed the foreign 
policy of the London “Government.” This policy reached 
its climax in the Czechoslovak-Soviet Treaty of 1943, of 
which Ripka said: 


“The Czechoslovak-Soviet Treaty is the foundation of our coun- 
try’s external security and is a fundamental contribution to the 
unification of national forces... Thanks to the Treaty, Czecho- 
slovakia’s interests are receiving effective support.” (BBC  broad- 
cast, December 14, 1944) 


Of the Soviet Union in general, Ripka wrote: 


“The Bolshevism of Lenin and Stalin represents a creative 
synthesis of specifically Russian and certain Western elements.” 
(East and West, p. 13) 

“We Czechoslovaks make no secret of our satisfaction that 
Soviet Russia is beginning to participate in European and world 
politics as a strong world power.” (Ibid., p. 58) 


The most fateful step prepared by the London “Gov- 
ernment” and carried out by the 1945-48 ’National Front” 
was the expulsion from Czecho-Slovakia of more than 
3,000,000 Sudeten Germans. During this operation, over 
300,000 Germans were shot or beaten to death, died of 
rape, filth, starvation or exposure, or were shipped to So- 
viet slave labor camps. (For details, see Documents on the 
Expulsion of the Sudeten Germans, Munich 1953.) The ex- 
pulsion knocked out the strongest anti-Communist block 
in a population of 13,000,000, and tied the Czechs firmly 
into the Soviet orbit by creating a fear of German “re- 
venge.”’ 

In his recent book Czechoslovakia Enslaved (London 
1950), Ripka admits authorship of the plan to expel the 
Sudeten Germans. To work out the details, he maintained 
a secret section of his Foreign Office, run by a German, 
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Wolfgang von Putlitz, who later turned up as political ad- 
viser in the East German Communist regime. Putlitz was 
a friend of the vanished British diplomats Burgess and 
McLean, as well as of the West German security chief Dr. 
Otto John, who deserted to the Communists in July 1954. 
They were in contact in London in 1944 and became mem- 
bers of the same British-operated intelligence unit. Their 
association continued after Putlitz had taken up his activi- 
ties in East Berlin and while John was (ostensibly) work- 
ing for the Bonn Government. 


The Politburo’s Plot and the “National Front’ 


During the latter years of the war, writes Ripka (Cze- 
choslovakia Enslaved, Chapter III), “the politbureau in 
Moscow was completing a plot destined to permit the Com- 
munists to seize power immediately after the liberation.” 
This plan, as outlined by Ripka, included Communist- 
dominated “national committees’ to replace constitutional 
local government, suppression of the Czech Agrarian, 
Tradesmen’s and National Democratic Parties and the Slo- 
vak Catholic Party, establishment of a “National Front” 
coalition with no opposition, and collectivization of the 
economy. “Punishments striking at traitors, collaboration- 
ists and fascists” enabled the Communists, in Ripka’s own 
words, “to intimidate or suppress their political adversa- 
ries.” 

“In short,” Ripka concludes, ‘in the political, eco- 
nomic, military and cultural domains, Czechoslovakia must 
follow in the wake of the USSR.” 

Yet we find Ripka’s signature on the laws and de- 
crees which put this program of bolshevization into exe- 
cution, such as: 

The Kosice Statute of April 5, 1945: Establishment of a So- 
vietitype economy — expulsion of Sudeten Germans and Hunga- 
rians — trial of “war criminals” in Soviet-type ‘“people’s courts” 
with convicted persons handed over to Soviet organs — all members 
of the Protectorate and Slovak Governments declared guilty of 
high treason by legislative action — suppression of the Agrarian, 
Tradesmen’s and National Democratic Parties. 

Edict of the President of the Republic, May. 19, 1945: Nation- 
alization of property of Germans and Hungarians, “traitors and 


collaborationists.” 
Edict of the President of the Republic, June 19, 1945: The in- 
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famous “Retribution Decree” defining “crimes against the Repub- 
lic” ex-post-facto and providing detailed organization of the Soviet- 
type “people’s courts.” 

Of the “Retribution Decree” which Ripka signed, the 
Alliance for Liberation and Freedom in Czechoslovakia, a 
Czech organization, has this to say: 

“.. The simple fact that an active Communist or member of 
the National Front wanted to have a house, a business, a farm or 
a position held by an innocent citizen was sufficient to have the 
latter thrown in jail under a false accusation. 

*“ .. The decree...was primarily directed against those 
citizens who professed true democracy and opposed nationalization. 
In general, the confiscation of property, and the intimidation of 
those who still held it, became the avowed aims of this measure.” 
(February 1954 Manifesto) 

Under the decree, there was no appeal from the de- 
cision of a people’s court. A death sentence when pro- 
nounced was to be executed within two hours. As an act of 
grace, one additional hour might be granted. 


Benes and most of his Ministers entered Czecho-Slo- 
vakia via Moscow, where they joined with the Commun- 
ists in the “National Front’’ coalition. Ripka remained in 
London through April 1945. The New York Times of April 
15 reports his farewell message to western journalists as 
follows: 

“London — Dr, Hubert Ripka, Czechoslovak Minister of Foreign 
Trade, told a farewell press conference here today that he did not 
consider the western Allies’ apprehensions that his country might 
become a vassal of the Soviet Union were grounded. He said it 
was natural that Czechoslovakia should seek her security primarily 
in friendship with the Soviet Union.” 

To his own countrymen, however, Ripka took a slight- 
ly different tone. In his book on Czechoslovakia in the New 
Europe, which has never been translated into English, he 
wrote: 

“All anti-Soviet elements must necessarily be eliminated from 
our schools, educational institutions, and literature.” (Ceskoslo- 
vensko v nove Evrope, London 1945, p. 87) 

In May 1945 Ripka returned to Prague as Minister of 
Foreign Trade. One of his first transactions was a deal, 
initiated in London, to turn over to the Soviet Union, free 
of charge, the uranium mines at Joachimsthal (Jachymov) 
in the Sudetenland. This is a principal source from which 
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the Soviets are now extracting atomic materials to bomb 
the United States. 


Ripka’s political friends, especially his former secre- 
tary Duchacek (now with the Voice of America), blocked a 
parliamentary investigation of the uranium affair. A de- 
cree was issued making it “high treason” to mention the 
subject in public. 


Of the National Front’s foreign trade policy, Dr. Rip- 
ka wrote: 


“Closer trade relations with the Soviet Union were not dictated 
by the Communist Party. The strengthening of these relations was 
in the interests of the Czechoslovak economy and part of our own 
policy, Alliance with the Soviet Union has been the most important 
factor in this country’s foreign policy.” (Bulletin of the British- 
Czechoslovak Chamber of Commerce, London, 1947) 


Ripka Since February 1948 


Dr. Ripka was one of twelve Ministers who resigned 
in February 1949 in a dispute between the “liberals” and 
the Communist Party. Whether this was a genuine ideo- 
logical struggle or an internal squabble over “who gets 
what” is a question which cannot be answered in this short 
space. The fact is, however, that after the reorganization of 
the government under the Communist Premier Gottwald, Dr. 
Ripka found himself without a job. 


Ripka started his flight from Czechoslovakia in the 
company of two priests, Msgr. Sramek and Msgr. Hala, 
who had been Ministers in the National Front. They hid 
in a small shack on an isolated airfield at Rakovnik, where 
a French airplane was to pick them up. The secret police 
got wind of the affair and placed its men on the field, 
whereupon the French pilot flew over the field without 
landing. Ripka left the shack and walked right past the 
secret police into the woods. Msgr. Sramek and Msgr. 
Hala were arrested and sentenced to prison. A few days 
later the plane returned and picked up Ripka alone with- 
out any difficulty. 


After arriving in Paris, Dr. Ripka organized an exile 
group which developed into the Czechoslovak Foreign In- 
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stitute. The institute issued an ideological directive sum- 
marizing its political aims as follows: 
“The transfer of the means of production into the hands of the 


workers is the only way leading to the increase of well-being and 
prosperity among the largest classes.” 


The Institute has “operating groups” in various lo- 
cations, which resemble structurally the cells of the Com- 
munist Party. The organizational directive has this to say: 


“With this system we hope to create a group democracy of an 
elite as opposed to the false conception of a democracy of the 
masses, which is especially prominent in exile. Thus we would strive 
to penetrate and dominate the political life as broadly as possible. 

“The Czechoslovak Foreign Institute is to create a group with- 
in groups, The anonymity of its members is to constitute its great 
strength, because it is not possible to defeat an invisible power.” 
(emphasis in original) 


The financial part of the directive provides for busi- 
ness deals with Communist countries. For a while a group 
of Institute members lived in Switzerland, where they 
sold ball bearings, cadmium and other strategic materials 
to states in the Soviet orbit. When the Swiss police inter- 
fered, several of the group moved to Munich, where they 
got jobs with Radio Free Europe. 


According to the directive, Ripka (under the code 
name “Maly’’?) assumed charge of the Institute’s central 
office in Paris. His associates at various times have in- 
cluded: 


Viadimir Bruza, member of the Communist-controlled “Central 
Working Committee for the Nationalization of Industry.” After the 
1948 “February Revolution,” the Czech Communists sent Bruza to 
Moscow to make further arrangements for Soviet exploitation of the 
uranium mines, Bruza is now editor of the Institute’s publication 
Tribuna, which had to move to Leiden, Holland, because of difficul- 
ties with the French police. 

Milos Vanek, a founder of the Czech Communist Party and now 
head of the economic section of Radio Free Europe in Munich, 

Professor Bohumil Cerny, field man for the Institute, who fled 
back to Czecho-Slovakia to escape arrest by the CIC in the U. S. 
Zone of Austria. 

Frantisek Kubal, reports editor for the Institute and on the staff 
of Tribuna. He is now in a French jail awaiting trial on charges of 
illegally photographing U. S. military installations for the Prague 
Communist Government. 

Bohumil Lausman, former Minister of Industry, who sided with 
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the Communists in February 1948. He went into exile in 1949, but 
returned voluntarily to Czecho-Slovakia in December 19538. He was 
employed secretly by Radio Free Europe. 


Since leaving Czecho-Slovakia, Dr. Ripka has advo- 
cated a policy of ‘“‘co-existence” in the following terms: 


“Today more than ever I persist in believing that a free and 
independent Czechoslovakia cannot exist except in a balanced Europe in 
which the Western Powers and Russia are trying to live on good 
terms. Even the events of February 1948 have not been able to shake 
this conviction, which remains the keystone of my whole concep- 
tion of foreign policy.” (Czechoslovakia Enslaved, 1950, p. 74) 


This is the record of an exile politician living in the 
United States and paid a salary from funds contributed to 
fight Communism. It is for the reader to draw his own con- 
clusions on the basis of this record. — (Overseas Research, 
Inc., Special Bulletin, Nov. 28, 1954, Washington, D. C.) 

s e e 
CASTLES OF SLOVAKIA: 


THE OLD CASTLE (Stary Hrad) 


The ruins of this old castle still stand on a precipitous 
rock above the river Vah. The structure, named the Old 
Castle of Tren¢in (Stary Hrad) belongs to the class of 
fortresses which were built probably during the time af the 
Great Moravian Empire. Traveling against the current of 
the Vah, Stary Hrad can be seen on the left side. We are 
told that it was once called Nezbudsky Castle, which at- 
tests to its antiquity. Oldest available documents refer to 
it as the Old Castle (“Castrum Stargrad”); they tell us 
that it was given to Bohumir Sebaslavovié about 1250 for 
bravery displayed in the battle against the Tatars near 
Sajava. Stary Hrad is more ancient than Streéno. The 
structure itself suggests that it was built about the same 
time as the Devin and Trenéin castles, ie., during the 
Roman era. 

Bohumir was lord of the castle until 1266; Count Peter 
of Hont from 1267 to the end of the thirteenth century, 
when the BalaSa family gained ownership. Then Matthew 
Cak, “Lord of the V4h and the Tatras,” besieged and seized 
it, but did not keep it for long, because we learn that a 
certain Thomas Capi exchanged it in 1323 for his property 
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in Darmoty. Doné, administrator (Zupan) of Zvolen Coun- 
ty became owner of it early in the 15th century for a short 
time, when King Louis donated it to Sandzivoj, a Polish 
nobleman, because he had helped his daughter Hedwig gain 
the Polish throne. Sandzivoj, however, remained in Slo- 
vakia only a short time. Stary Hrad was donated to 
Queen Elizabeth, wife of King Albrecht (1439). Two years 
later the Pongrac clan of Svaty MikulaS occupied Stary 
Hrad and Streéno; the family was loyal to Jiskra of 
Brandys. 

The Pongrac clan terrorized the entire Vah Valley. 
John Hunhady of Transylvania allied himself with Pongrac 
to fight the king, who had proclaimed him a rebel. Pon- 
grac was captured in Budin and condemned to jail for life; 
his companions were hanged by order of King Vladislav. 
After Hunady made up with the king, he entreated him to 
free Pongrac so that he might lead the fight against the 
Turks who were plundering the Balkans. The expedition 
against the Turks was disastrous for the Christians, but 
Pongrac escaped to return home safely. 

A short time later, with the help of Komorovsky, ad- 
ministrator of Liptov County, Pongrac regained Stary 
Hrad and Streéno, and then seized Brané. Pongrac and 
his men made several predatory expeditions into Poland 
and caused King Cazimir to complain to the Hungarian 
Estates, demanding that they do something about the 
robber knight. The Diet in Segedin decided to punish 
Pongrac, and Ulrich Cilsky was delegated to undertake 
the task (1449). But, it seems, Cilsky did not measure up 
to it, because the sorties into Poland continued and he him- 
self was murdered in Belgrade in 1456. 

According to the record, Pongrac was probably needed 
by the king, who was willing not only to forget his trans- 
gressions, but even made him the Zupan of Liptov County. 
When Ladislav Hunady was beheaded in 1456, Pongrac 
joined up with his uncle Siladi and King Mathias recog- 
nized him as lord of Stary Hrad, Streéno and Brané. After 
Pongrac, the owners of Stary Hrad changed frequently. We 
find the Zapolskys, Tokélys and Rakoczis among them. In 
time it lost its strategic significance, was abandoned and 
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fell into ruin. Since the road leading through the valley is 
on the other side of the Vah, Stary Hrad is seldom visited. 
What is left of it hangs like an eagle’s nest above the abyss, 
crumbling away stone by stone and falling into the foamy 
waters of the Vah. 

The neighboring rock which towers above the ruins of 
Stary Hrad is called Margaret. Legend tells us how it ac- 
quired its name. The Slovaks of Stre¢éno say that a come- 
ly widow of Streéno had a very beautiful step-daughter 
named Margaret. They got along very nicely until love in- 
tervened. It so happened that a handsome young man, em- 
ployed on the estate of the widow, became the object of 
her affections. But the young handsome one preferred to 
cast his eyes upon the beautiful Margaret and scorn her 
stepmother. Hurt and angered, the widow decided to do 
away with Margaret. 

One day the widow sent her daughter on an errand 
to relatives in Vritky and ordered her to return the same 
evening. Returning home, Margaret tripped gayly along 
the beaten path near the Vah, singing her favorite Slovak 
melodies. As she climbed the rocky slope, Margaret paused 
several times to rest. When she reached the summit of the 
rock, a point where the path comes dangerously close to 
the edge of. the cliff, Maragret paused again and gazed in 
wonderment on the beautiful valley below. Before the poor 
girl could realize what had happened, she was hurtling 
through space into the churning waters of the Vah below. 
The vengeful, murderous widow, questioned by the hand- 
some one about Margaret, replied evasively and roused his 
suspicions, When the battered, cold, still body of Margaret 
was found several days later, caught between the rocks, 
her lover cried hysterically for days and finally lost con- 
trol of his mind. 

But Margaret’s murderous stepmother did not gain 
her end. The handsome young man, who had become Mar- 
garet’s lover, never recovered his mind. Having learned 
the awful truth, he roamed aimlessly on the rock, from 
which his loved one was hurtled to her death, until he 
also perished. From that day to this the rock is called 
Margaret. 
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JOHN MASARYK WAS NO EXCEPTION 


The mighty of the USSR are not respecters of per- 
sons. They use all means and all persons at all times to at- 
tain their diabolical ends. They did just that in Russia, in 
Poland, Hungary, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, China, Korea, 
etc., etc. Everything according to the master plan. Czecho- 
Slovakia was no exception. The Moscow Reds and their 
Czech stooges in Czecho-Slovakia acted according to that 
plan. Dr. Edward Bene’ and John Masaryk were used by the 
men of the Kremlin to deceive the West and even them- 
selves. Dr. Bene’’s pro-Soviet policy brought ruin to Czecho- 
Slovakia and enhanced the position of the Communists in 
Europe. BeneS should have known better, because he 
claimed that he knew Stalin and the USSR better than did 
the great statesmen of the West. If he did, then he delib- 
erately betrayed the Czechs and Slovaks of Czecho-Slovakia, 
nay even the whole of Europe, to Moscow. 


On March 1, 1948, John Masaryk, the little son of the 
great father, was interviewed by the editor of the French 
paper “L’ORDRBE.” What he said then will certainly never 
be forgotten by the Slovaks, but should be remembered by 
all peoples of the free West as well. The interview: 


“Mr. Minister, how do you judge the Anglo-American- 
French proclamation?” 


Masaryk: “It is easy to make a proclamation whereby 
the politics of a foreign state is condemned. The people of 
the Czechoslovak Republic has spoken. The change in our 
conception of democracy is new and notable. I always went 
along with the people and shall go along with it even 
today!” 


“How did the crisis come about?’ 


Masaryk: “There were some people in our State who 
thought that we could govern without the Communists, or 
against them. I have always passionately denied this thesis. 
The crisis was evoked by the resignation of three parties of 
the National Front. Today we have a new National Front. 
It is necessary to cooperate with it. The new government 
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was installed in a constitutional manner and shall conduct 
itself democratically according to the Constitution.” 


“How did the change in government take place?” 


Masaryk: “Changes of this kind, such as is ours, are 
usually connected with a civil war and great sacrifices. The 
nations of the Czechoslovak Republic are peace-loving. They 
desire a lasting peace. We in Czechoslovakia know what a 
war is and, therefore, foolish is the man who thinks that 
some change can take place in this our love for peace. Our 
nations frequently played an important role in the his- 
tory of Europe. Our people is and shall remain democratic, 
as I have said, and, therefore, I believe in it and love it. 
I entered into this Government as a convinced democrat and 
I shall serve our new democracy as long as my strength 
holds out.” 

In the West it was thought that there was no democ- 
racy, no freedom, no legal certainty in Communistic Czecho- 
Slovakia. But Masaryk ridiculed the thought. Masaryk de- 
clared that he wanted to serve the “new” democracy as long 
as his strength held out. Well, he did not serve long. Mos- 
cow made the decision. Will the West profit by that les- 
son? Or will Washington, London and Paris continue to be 
deceived by the followers of Dr. BeneS’s pro-Soviet policy 
who are now organized in the so-called “Council of Free 
Czechoslovakia’? BeneS and Masaryk are gone, They went 
out of this world without repenting the evil they had per- 
petrated against the Slovak and Czech nations, nay, against 
the whole of Christian Europe. 

The Slovak nation, terrorized and crucified by the 
“new” democracy of Benes’ and Masaryk and their follow- 
ers (Zenkl, Ripka, Lettrich, etc.), cries out from under the 
“democratic” gallows and from the “democratic” concentra- 
tion camps to all Slovaks and to all the peoples of free 
democracies: Lettrich, Zenkl, Ripka and the other BeneS 
“Czechoslovaks” do not and cannot speak in our name, but 
only in the name of the incredible crimes they have commit- 
ted against the Slovak nation in the name of the “new” de- 
mocracy, in the name of international Communism which 
they helped to install in our helpless and hapless Slovakia. 
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